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ABSTRACT 


The purpose of this study was to examine the criteria of 
teacher evaluation employed by Alberta high school principals when 
evaluating teachers for (a) teacher competence, and: (b) promotion to. 
an administrative position. 

The instrument consisted of five personal and school data 
items and two thirty-item questionnaires--one for each of the two 
evaluative situations--made up of ten each of Mitzel's categories of 
process, product, and presage criteria. The two questionnaires 
listed the same thirty criteria in different sequence. Respondents 
scored each criterion on a. four point scale. Space was provided on 
the instrument for principals to list additional criteria which they 
would employ in each of the two evaluative situations, and also to 
make any comments on the study. The instrument was sent to all 
junior and senior high schools in Alberta, with an overall return of 
eighty-three per cent. 

Statistical procedures included a frequency count to determine 
whether a common body of criteria was used in each of the two 
evaluative situations; the rank ordering of criteria according to 
their use "'always'' or ''frequently'' to allow comparisons to be made 
of the emphasis placed upon individual criteria in each evaluative 
situation; a Spearman rho correlation to determine whether any 
overall difference in the use of criteria existed between the two 
situations; a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to isolate significant 


differences in the use of particular criteria in the two situations; 
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a factor analysis of the thirty criteria to see if they clustered 
into Mitzel's categories; chi square tests to ascertain whether or 
not significant differences existed according to the personal and 
school data variables; a simple frequency ranking of additional 
criteria used by respondents; the categorization of these additional 
criteria according to.Barr's classification; and a simple 
categorization of principals' comments on the study. 

it was found that a common body of criteria was used in each 
of the two evaluative situations. There was a considerable shift in 
emphasis placed on many criteria as the situation changed. Factor 
analysis showed that the thirty criteria clustered into Mitzel's 
categories of process, product, and presage. Process criteria were 
Stressed in: the evaluation of teacher competence; presage criteria 
were stressed in evaluating for promotion to an administrative 
position. Some significant relationships existed between certain 
evaluative criteria and the personal and school data variables of 
the principal's age, experience, and time spent in classroom 
teaching, and the size (by enrollment and number of staff) of the 


school. 
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE 


1. INTRODUCTION 


When qualified teachers are scarce, unqualified teachers are 
often employed by school boards. But when qualified teachers are 
more abundant, as is now the case in Alberta, the need to settle for 
second best disappears. There is no shortage of professional ly- 
trained teachers and hence evaluation of teacher effectiveness, 
which should separate the competent teacher from the incompetent, is 
more than ever an absolute necessity. Valid evaluation is of 
immediate concern to the teacher involved, the principal, the 
students, and the community. 

The usual manner in which evaluation for rating purposes is 
carried out is through classroom visitation, and the task of 
performance analysis usually falls to the principal. Assessing the 
competence of teachers--of whom no two are alike--is a mammoth task. 
Whether the evaluation is conducted formally or informally, whether 
the principal does a good or bad job of it, whether the standards 
for judging vary from one principal to another, the problem of the 
criteria to be used in evaluation always exists. 

Studies done by Moore (1966) and Thomas (1969) have looked 
into this problem using Mitzel's criteria of process, product, and 
presage, and found that many problems concerning criteria exist when 


principals (or others, for that matter) evaluate teachers. No 
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studies at all similar to Thomas' have been conducted in Alberta. 
11. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


The major problem of this study is that of the criteria used 
by principals when measuring teacher competence. A principal's 
evaluation can have far-reaching consequences for many people, not 
the least of whom are the teachers themselves. 

Questions to be answered: 

1. Is there a common body of criteria used by principals 

when evaluating teacher competence? 

2. Is there a common body of criteria used by principals 
when evaluating teachers as being worthy of promotion to 
an administrative position? 

3. Is the emphasis placed on certain classes of criteria 
different in the different situations of (1) and (2) 
above? 

4, Is a particular emphasis placed upon certain of the 
categories of process, product, or presage in either or 
both of the situations in (1) and (2) above? 

5. What particular criteria are used both most often and 
least often by principals in the two evaluative 
situations? 

6. Is there any relationship (and if so, what?) between the 
evaluative criteria employed by principals and variables 


such as age and length of experience of the principal, 
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Hypotheses 


3 
his time spent in classroom teaching, and the size of the 
school ? 

Finally, do principals employ criteria other than those 


included in the instrument? 


Several null hypotheses were stated which reflect the 


questions posed in the study. 


ie 


Alberta high school principals employ the same criteria 
to the same degree when evaluating (a) teacher competence 
and (b) for administrative promotion. 

No significant difference exists in the emphasis placed 
on individual criteria and on certain classes of criteria 
in the two evaluative situations. 

No significant difference exists in the emphasis placed 
on the categories of process, product, and presage 
criteria in the two evaluative situations. 

There is no significant difference in principals' usage 
of certain criteria infrequently in the two evaluative 
situations. 

No significant relationships exist between the criteria 
used by principals and different categories of the five 


personal and school data variables. 


}it.  tMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 


The potential merits of the study are as follows: 
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The study follows, and partially elaborates upon, prior 
research done concerning evaluative criteria. The study 
closely approximates that of Thomas (1969), carried out 
in Victoria, Australia. Thomas' study was based to some 
extent on a thesis by Moore (1966). Findings of the 
present study should therefore either support or negate 
those of the Thomas study, and, to a lesser degree, those 
of the Moore study. 

It should isolate criteria commonly used by Alberta 
principals when evaluating teachers; this information 
should be of value to teachers, principals, and employing 
boards. 

it should further acquaint principals with the complexity 
of the task of teacher evaluation, perhaps enabling them 
to see their own evaluative practices in the light of 
what their fellow principals are doing. 

it cannot help but focus some attention on an educational 
area of concern which has been exhaustively researched 
outside the school SC ae. but which suffers from too 
much variability and little objective vision within 
schools. 

Recently more and more school boards have placed the onus 
for teacher evaluation totally on the shoulders of the 
district's principals. If these principals are given the 


authority and responsibility to judge teachers 
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officially, it seems necessary that these particular 
boards should be acquainted with the criteria which are 
currently being applied by principals in their 
evaluation. This study will provide such information. 
For these reasons the study should be of interest to school 


boards, principals, and teachers. 


IV. BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 


lf principals are to evaluate teachers--for whatever 
purpose--they must of necessity use certain criteria. Both 
principals and teachers need to be aware of what criteria are being 
used to evaluate teachers. So, too, do central office personnel, 
parents, and students. With the onus for teacher evaluation being 
placed more and more upon the shoulders of principals, particularly 
in Alberta, a study such as the one conducted may provide 


considerable information in the realm of evaluative criteria. 


V. DEFINITION OF SIGNIFICANT TERMS 


Evaluation 

Evaluation in this study refers to the rating or judging of a 
teacher's competence; it is a subjective judgement of a teacher 
given by a rater, without the participation of the teacher rated. 
It implies no necessary connection with evaluation for merit rating 


purposes. 
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Criteria 

The categories of criteria used in the study are Mitzel's 
categories of process, product, and presage criteria (Mitzel, 1960, 
pp. 1488-91). 

1. Product criteria relate to judging according to student 
gains or growth, both academic and otherwise, resulting from the 
teacher's performance. Product criteria depend upon the set of 
goals toward which teaching is directed, and involve some appraisal 
of changes in student behaviour. 

2. Process criteria consist of aspects of teacher behaviour 
(and, to a lesser degree, student behaviour reflecting teacher 
behaviour) considered to weigh upon a measure of the teacher's 
competence. They involve methods, techniques, conditions, climates, 
situations, and so on created by the teacher. 

3. Presage criteria involve idiosyncratic characteristics of 
the teacher, such as his personality attributes, his knowledge, 
intelligence, status, appearance, and so on. They could perhaps be 
called pseudo-criteria. Presage criteria can be likened to the 


Input part of the CIPP model for evaluation (MacKay, 1970). 


High Schools 

1. in Alberta generally (exclusive of Edmonton Public School 
District) this refers, for the purposes of the study, to schools 
which enroll only grades seven or above. 

2. In the Edmonton Public School District, this refers to 


all schools enrolling classes of any of the grades seven and above. 
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3. Only schools staffed by five or more teachers (including 


the principal) were involved in the study. 


Teachers 
Teachers in the study were all secondary teachers, with grade 
or grades taught by them falling within the levels as stated in High 


Schools (1) and (2) above. 


Methodology 


A thorough discussion of the design of the study appears in 
Chapter 3. Questionnaires and covering letters were mailed to the 
total population involved, which was made up of all Alberta high 
school principals. The sample consisted of one hundred and seventy- 
four of Alberta's two hundred and eight high school principals; 
forty-eight Edmonton Public School principals (out of a total of 


fifty-four) were involved in the sample (see page 32). 
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Chapter 2 


REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 


i. INTRODUCTION 


it is likely that anyone who has ever been concerned with 
evaluating has heard, all too often, statements like this one 
reported by Forbes (1965): ''it's impossible to measure teaching 
quality; there are simply too many variables--too many different 
things going on in a teaching-learning situation. We have no way of 
determining which are effective and which are irrelevant. Teaching 


is an art, not a science. It just doesn't lend itself to measure- 


ment.'' The other extreme is also encountered. It goes something 
like this: ''l can visit a class and tell in fifteen minutes whether 
a teacher is good or not. I| may not be able to pinpoint precisely 


what my judgment is based on, but | just know whether he's good or 
not (Forbes, 1965).'' These statements suggest that there are in 
fact major problems surrounding many aspects of teacher evaluation, 
regardless of the purposes for which the evaluation is carried out. 
Most school personnel are fully aware that the situation 
often exists in which a teacher which one school official or 
evaluator regards as being extremeiy competent might in fact be 
refused employment by another school official. When such is the 


case, one wonders just who is a good teacher. 
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11. ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM 


How Should Effective Teaching Be Evaluated? 

Teacher effectiveness is an-elusive quality (Ellena, 
Stevenson, & Webb, 1961, p. 20). Byrne (1962, p. 20) says that ''In 
the evaluation of instruction one is faced with a problem as complex 
as that of discovering the nature of reality.'' Generally three 
approaches have been used in the search for an objective criterion. 
of competence. These involve using (a) teacher rating devices; (b) 
direct observation and description of teachers in action; and (c) a 
focus on the student, that is, on student gains (Ellena et al., 
1961). Most educators would probably agree that there is no clear- 
cut answer to the question about who is a good teacher and how 
teachers should be evaluated. Corwin (1965) states that 

Teachers may be formally promoted on the basis of their 
competence, their formal education, or their seniority in. 
the system; but unless a job has a clearly measurable 
result, it is difficult to evaluate a person's competence. 

According to Thompson (1962), the first step in evaluating 
effective teaching certainly must be to define effective teaching. 
This makes the task of evaluation difficult at the outset. Bantock 
(1961) puts it explicitly when he says that there is much that is 
contradictory. and inconclusive about the information concerning 
teachers! effectiveness and teaching efficiency. This is 
unfortunate, since teacher effectiveness is a matter which is 


fundamental to the process of education. Bantock stresses the fact 


that ''before the question of criteria can even be raised, it is 
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10 
necessary to undertake a conceptual clarification of what it means 
to teach, what in fact is involved in the concept of teaching (1961, 
pied 75)a" 

Writers who are concerned with criteria for evaluation express 
somewhat varying points of view. Mitzel (1960), for instance, says 
that it is hard to find criteria which are relevant, reliable, free 
from bias, and practical. Ryans (1960) supports Mitzel when he says 
that hundreds of predictors have been proposed, but he wonders if 
they are indeed valid and reliable. Martin, on the other hand, 
feels that there can be universally applicable criteria of teacher 
effectiveness. She feels that there are some traits which are 
common to good teaching of various subjects: '' . . . any group of 
things will exhibit common, as well as differentiating, features 
(1961, p. 185).'' Byrne (1962, p. 22) found many interesting 
relationships between certain criteria and teaching competence. 

Only a slight relationship exists between intelligence and teaching 
competence, between knowledge of the subject matter and teaching 
competence, between attitude toward the profession and teaching 
competence, and between socio-economic status and effectiveness. 
There is, though, a positive, consistent relationship between 
scholarship or academic achievement and teaching effectiveness, as 
is the case for professional training. There is no significant 
difference between sex and effectiveness and marital status and 
effectiveness, whereas experience is significant up to five years 


but not after. it is difficult to measure certain special abilities 
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1] 
which relate to teaching success, but it is generally accepted that 
no single trait is essential to teaching effectiveness or is an 
adequate predictor of teaching effectiveness. 

One advantage of the myriad analyses of criteria for teaching 
effectiveness has been that a vast pool of possibly desirable 
criteria has been established; these criteria form the basis for 
many evaluative checklists, rating scales, and other kinds of 
evaluative devices. The principal who is evaluating a teacher has 
many criteria to choose from by which he can perhaps measure teacher 
effectiveness. 

Rose (1963, pp. 48-52) suggests that the key problem as far 
as methods of evaluation are concerned is that of obtaining 
objective data. Following the obtaining of this data there must be 
professional use made of it. If there is doubt expressed as to the 
use and relevance of ratings or checklists, general or specific 
Statements, and a look at teachers' performance records which are 
basically determined by student gains or growth, there can be no 
doubt about one thing: the old. trait-rating and similar approaches 
are inadequate. What must be looked at is of course the reason 
behind teaching, which presumably is the inducement of learning. 
Learning is characterized by changes in behavior. These changes are 
influenced in a great number of ways by the individual teacher. It 
follows then that forms of evaluation and criteria for evaluation 
must look to only the significant aspects of teacher behavior which 


cause changes in student behavior. Admittedly, it is not always 
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easy to determine what desirable changes in behavior have taken 
place, nor is it easy to decide which teacher has acted to bring 
about these changes, if in fact a teacher is responsible. Even if 
these two steps are completed successfully, it still remains to 
determine which of the individual teacher's actions--whether 
explicit or implicit--have caused these changes. If this can be 
done, criteria must be formulated which objectively measure these 
actions. 
Comments made on this subject by Lucio and MacNeil (1969, 
pp. 239-40) are worthy of consideration. 
Methods of judging teacher effectiveness have been subject 
to several kinds of difficulties. First, the various 
methods which have been utilized yield results which do 
not correlate highly with each other; hence they do not 
measure the same aspects. Second, the methods which 
appear most valid have often been perceived as difficult 
to administer. Third, and most important, the determination 
of teacher effectiveness depends to a large extent on the 
criteria used. In essence, if different methods and different 
criteria are used in measuring the factors which contribute | 
to teaching success, the results will inevitably differ. 

Who Should Evaluate? 

Some people say ''the kids know if their teacher is good; ask 
them (Forbes, 1965).'' Or perhaps ''only those who work with the 
teacher know for sure; ask other teachers.'' Or, ask the parents, 
ask the principal, the superintendent, the director, the consultant, 
the supervisor, Seldom does one hear ''ask the teacher how good he 
(Son 


in Alberta, in British Columbia, and in fact in most of North 


America, principals are called upon to formally rate their teachers. 
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Recently a debate was waged between two well-known Alberta school 
administrators, Bargen (1965) and Enns (1965), on this topic. 
Bargen says that principals can and should evaluate teachers. He 
feels that a leader must evaluate or else he cannot lead; if the 
principal has the authority to select his staff he must accept also 
the responsibility to evaluate his staff. This can be done by the 
proper use of certain evaluative instruments in the hands of trained 
personnel. Unfortunately, there is a paucity of valid instruments 
and perhaps an equal lack of trained personnel. Enns contradicts 
Bargen's viewpoint when he says that when principals evaluate or 
rate teachers they restrict their powers to stimulate and motivate 
these teachers. The principal, says Enns (1963), is admirably 
situated to perform the motivation and stimulation function of 
supervision. If the principal does not evaluate, who will? Worth 
(1961) showed in his study that there is considerable doubt as to 
administrators’ abilities to evaluate teachers and teaching. There 
was a vast discrepancy between the ratings given a single teacher by 
many superintendents and principals. if, as Bargen (1965) suggests, 
teaching is ''observable, measurable, analyzable, differentiable, and 
modifiable,'' surely teachers as well as principals can evaluate and 
perhaps they should evaluate, since the teacher is obviously in.the 
best position to know what is happening in the classroom (Thomas, 
1969). 

it has been suggested that the department chairman occupies a 


liaison position within the school, and that "implicit in this 
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liaison position is the chairman's role in teacher evaluation 

(Squire and Applebee, 1964, p. 9).!! 
Whether such evaluation means dismissal, tenure, or an 
additional salary increment, the teacher has a right to 
expect that the person who is most knowledgeable about 
him, his subject, and the varieties of teaching methods 
open to him should judge his competence. Although the 
school principal can judge in part and, in larger 
districts, the subject matter specialist can judge in 
part, the department chairman is probably most highly 
qualified to weigh all parts. 

It is unlikely that many of the problems and inequities, such 
as "''arbitrary and uninformed judgments!’ by teachers’ administrative 
superiors, which arise when a superordinate evaluates a subordinate, 
will be solved in the near future (Corwin, 1965, p. 20). 

Some people have suggested from time to time that students 
should evaluate their teachers, that a teacher should perform his 
own self-evaluation, that teachers should evaluate their colleagues, 
and that teachers' ''employers,'' i.e. the public, should evaluate 
teacher competence. In line with this last suggestion, Corwin 
(1965) states that 

Because of the specialized, technical, and often ambiguous 

nature of teaching, the layman (e.g. the legislator or the 

parent) is not in a good position to judge whether the 

school is properly performing its function of educating 

children or whether the teacher is competent. 
Dissatisfaction with Evaluation 

Teachers, like many administrators and supervisors, are 
frequently dissatisfied with external evaluation which has rating as 


its prime purpose. This is reported by Snow (1963), Lane et al. 


(1966), Redefer (1959), Robinson (1965), Ely (1959), Ryans (1954), 
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15 
and Procter (1967). There are many reasons for this dissatisfaction, 
some of which are the use of inadequate criteria, untrained raters, 
too few observations, poor methods of evaluating, and the threat of 


rating. 


Evaluation and Professionalism 

In education, as in all types of organizations which employ 
professional personnel, there exists the crucial problem of 
"reconciling the need for hierarchical supervision with the 
preservation of professional ideals (Robinson, 1965).'' Robinson 
adds that the principle of hierarchical supervision ''conflicts with 
the . . . powerful, developing force in education today; that is, 
the growth in teacher professionalization.'' Scully (1945) found 
that the most frequently mentioned contributor to teacher satis- 


faction was that teachers were ''permitted freedom from interference.'! 


Why Evaluate? 

Three reasons are generally put forth as answers to the 
question ''Why is evaluation necessary?'' They are: 

1. The public reason. Since the public employs profession- 
ally trained teachers to educate young people, it is entitled to 
demand an accounting of their efforts. ''It is impossible to render 
a true and complete account without evaluating the teaching and its 
effects (Thomas, 1969, p. 12)."' 

2. The professional reason. Teaching must be evaluated so 


that it can improve and reach its potential (Rose, 1963). 
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3. The private reason. Teacher evaluation leads to the 


determining of the salary, tenure, dismissal, and promotion of the 


teacher (Thomas, 1969, p. 12). 
111. THE RESEARCH TRADITION 


Introduction 

In the past ey years or so, many studies have been 
conducted which were concerned with improving our understanding of 
factors which influence teaching and which are involved in the 
measurement and prediction of teacher effectiveness. Many more 
Studies have been concerned in one way or another with trying to 
assist practitioners especially in the evaluation of teacher 
competence. 

Generally, though, the evaluative scene is a desolate one. 

As Turner and Fattu (1960, Preface) put it, research has reached a 
dead-end, since only negligible relationships exist within and among 
the various criteria of teaching proficiency, the ultimate criterion 
of pupil growth, the immediate criterion of practice teaching marks, 
and the intermediate criterion of principal's or superintendent's 
ratings. 

On different occasions, Barr (himself a researcher of repute) 
has expressed his melancholy attitude toward studies involving 
teacher evaluation. 

The simple fact of the matter is that, after 40 years of 
research on teacher effectiveness during which a vast number 


of studies have been carried out, one can point to few 
outcomes that a superintendent of schools can safely employ 
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in hiring a teacher or granting him tenure, that an agency 
can employ in certifying teachers or that a teacher education 
faculty can employ in planning or improving teacher education 


programs (1953, p. 657). 


Eight years later, in 1961, Barr's views on the subject had not 
become more optimistic. 
There is plenty of evidence to indicate that different 
practitioners observing the same teacher teach, or 
studying data about her, may arrive at very different 
evaluations of her; this observation is equally true of 
the evaluation experts; starting with different approaches, 
and using different data-gathering devices, they, too, 
arrive at very different evaluations (pp. 150-51). 

In summarizing research trends, Flanders (1969, p. 1423) 
suggests that recent research ''permits cautious optimism and 
indicates that the tools long needed for the analysis of the 
teaching-learning process are gradually being developed.'' He adds 
that 

Certain characteristics of research are discernible when 
work in the decade of the 1960's is compared with previous 
efforts. Perhaps the most significant is the development 
of more powerful observation techniques which help in the 
analysis of what takes place in the classroom. 

Another characteristic is ''the lack of development of 


teaching units which can be used to evaluate educational outcomes 


(Flanders, 1969, p. 1434)."' 
A third characteristic of recent research is 
‘ a more active interest in the development of models 
which can be used to conceptualize classroom interaction 
and, in turn, help to specify and to suggest methods of 


quantifying research variables more. systematically 


(Flanders, 1969, p. 1434). 
Flanders posits too that there has been ''a decrease in 


research activity which has been so unrewarding for so many years 
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(1969, p. 1434)." 


Report of Major Research 

In spite of the general prevailing pessimism on the topic, 
several fields of thought have arisen from, or been influenced by, 
these almost countless studies. Ideas contributed by representatives 
of these different fields are worthy of consideration. 

In 1945, Barr and his associates at the University of 
Wisconsin conducted a number of investigations which were concerned 
with the measurement and prediction of teaching ability. Barr (1945, 
p. 1) was concerned with ''the prerequisites to teaching efficiency 
and how to identify and describe these prerequisites accurately.'' 


The principal criterion of teaching efficiency employed in 
this investigation was a composite of a number of measures 
of pupil growth and achievement. In certain of the studies, 
composites of the scores on teacher rating-scales and 
composites of measures of certain qualities commonly 
associated with teaching efficiency constituted other 
criteria of efficiency (Barr, 1945, p. 2). 


In developing the criterion of teaching efficiency, Barr | 
(1965, p. 200) sought ''to measure not merely information outcomes, 
but also changes-in attitudes, skills, and behaviors.'' Barr adds 


that 


In choosing the criterion of pupil change. as the primary 
criterion of teaching efficiency for this investigation it 
was perfectly clear to the investigators that teaching in- 
the modern school involves much more than the guidance 

of learning activities. It involves many important 
teacher-pupil relations; teacher-teacher relationships; 
teacher-administrator relationships; and teacher-community 
relationships and the many important responsibilities 
growing out of these. These relationships will limit in 

a significant respect the teacher's success in.a given 
situation and-ultimately affect pupil growth and achievement. 
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19 
In their studies, Barr et al. (1945) found many low 
correlations between teacher qualities which are commonly considered 
to be important: factors in bringing about pupil change. He 
attributes these low correlations at least partially to the fact 
that 
Teaching is a very complex activity, composed of many 
parts. Within the unity of .the functioning whole there 
are numerous components no one of which, except within 
very broad limits, contributes greatly to teaching 
efficiency (p. 202). 
Ryans (1954, p. 702) suggests that 
The only plausible objections to ratings of teacher 
performance are (a) that raters may consciously or. 
unconsciously reflect prejudice or bias and (b) that 
behavior rating is subjective and unreliable. 
In an attempt to objectify ratings of teacher performance, 
Ryans proposed two procedures. The first procedure is that of the 
Forced-Choice Performance Report, and the second is a Classroom 
Observation Scale (Ryans, 1954, pp. 696-7). The former instrument 
consists basically of ''presenting a pair of equally popular behavior 
descriptions, one of which is known, on the basis of empirical 
validation, to discriminate between criterion groups, while the 
other does not.'' More elaborate forms of the report consist of 
selecting statements which are most. descriptive and/or least 
descriptive of the job performance. The Classroom Observation 
Scale, which is part of the Teacher Characteristics Study, has 
several unique features. 
(1) it provides for judgment of teacher behavior as based 


(a) on the immediate observation of the teacher's performance. 
in the classroom and (b) on inferences regarding teacher 
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20 
behavior derived from pupil behavior; (2) it assumes that 
many teacher traits or qualities constitute dimensions of 
behavior, the opposite poles of which may be described with 
precise and meaningful terms referring to specific behaviors 
of the teacher; (3) it demands that the judge avoid the 
"central tendency error'! by forcing the rating in the 
direction of one or the other of the poles; (4) it makes 
use of a detailed ''Glossary'' which provides supplementary 
descriptions of the teacher behaviors under consideration, 
and, of course, demands thorough acquaintance with the 
instrument (Ryans, 1954, p. 698). 

Ryans' research has:shown that observers can reliably judge 
teacher behavior using the Classroom Observation Scale (Ryans, 1954, 
p. 701). He adds that 

In the use of either of the procedures suggested, Forced- 
Choice Ratings or the Classroom Observation Scale, it is, 
of course, necessary that the judges, or raters, (1) base. 
their judgments on job performance, i.e., actual teacher 
behaviors. It is also necessary (2) that opportunity for 
observation be extensive enough to assume a representative | 
sampling of the behavior being rated. 

Like so many other contemporary researchers, Mitzel (1960) 
was concerned with the task of identifying effective teachers. He 
states that such a task is. crucial to teacher education, 
certification, selection, and promotion. Mitzel's research focuses 
on two related problems: developing criteria of teacher 
effectiveness and gaining the ability to predict .teacher 
effectiveness. According to Mitzel, criterion measures should 
possess four basic attributes: (1) relevance, (2) reliability, 
(3) freedom from bias, and (4) practicality. Mitzel developed a 
classification of criteria which was made up of three different 


categories: (1) process, (2) product, and (3) presage criteria. 


These consist respectively of ‘criteria reflecting the measurement of 
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21 
change in student behavior, those which focus upon aspects of 
teacher and student behavior, and those which consider teacher 
characteristics which are exclusive of teacher classroom behavior. 
(For a further elaboration of these categories, see p.6.) 

Flanders (1965, p. 113) was the Project Director for a series 
of studies which was carried out from 1955 to 1957. 
The purpose of the early studies was’ to develop research 
tools and to use these tools to study relationships between 
teacher statements and average classroom scores on a pupil 
attitude inventory. 
Flanders' studies 
demonstrate a cause-and-effect relationship between 
teacher influence, as expressed by the verbal statements of 
teachers, and: pupil attitudes, .. . (Flanders, 1965, p. 113) 
as measured by paper-and-pencil instruments. The system of 
evaluation developed by Flanders and his associates has been 
labelled interaction analysis. When attention is focused on the 
verbal participation of teachers and students, when, that is, class- 
room communication is evaluated in terms of the teacher's control, 
the teacher is in fact evaluated. As Flanders suggests (1965, 
pp. 115-21) this type of evaluation has many implications for 
classroom teachers, preservice and inservice education, merit pay, 
and surely for outsiders evaluating teacher effectiveness. This 
approach can be likened to Mitzel's category of process criteria 
which likewise is concerned with teacher and student behavior. 
Another observation scale was developed by Bellack and Davitz 


(1963) which analyzes and describes ''! 'moves' made by teachers in 


the 'game' of classroom communication (Flanders, 1969, p. 1425).!! 
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22 
Bellack's work is basically similar to that of Flanders, in that it 
involves interaction analysis. | 
It has been concluded from. a number of studies done by Turner 
prior to 1967 (Flanders, 1969, p. 1432) that 
problem-solving performance is a measurable 
characteristic of teachers and that this characteristic 
changes under teacher preparation and experience but 
that its importance to teacher success is largely 


contingent on the type of setting within which the 
teacher does his work. 


Medley and Mitzel (1962) conducted research to find out what 
patterns of classroom behavior were characteristic of those graduates 
of a teacher education program who were effective teachers. They 
were basically concerned with determining ''which behavior produces 
which effect, and how much.'! 

lf we disregard incidental contacts between teacher and 

pupil outside the classroom, then any effect the teacher 

has on the pupils is mediated by some overt classroom 

behavior on the teacher's part (1962, p. 317). 
lf this is so, effects of teacher behavior can therefore be seen by 
a properly trained observer. 

Medley and Mitzel's discussion of teacher competence, which 
underlies their research, is indeed worthy of inclusion at this 
point. 

The competence of a teacher is defined as the average 
success of all of his behaviors in achieving their 
intended effects. Strictly speaking, we cannot assess 
the competence of a particular teacher unless we know 
what effects he is seeking to achieve. We can, however, 
measure certain .effects of his behavior and see which of 
his behaviors are followed by which effects. If this 
information were made known to the teacher, he could 


presumably modify his behavior and increase his competence. 
There are as many ways of being effective as there are 
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a) 
effects to be produced; the competent teacher is the one 
who is able to produce those effects he intends to produce 
(1962, %ps3317)% 

A scheme in which any teacher behavior can be located 
according to the homogeneity of its effect on pupils appears as 
Figure 1 (1962, p. 319). This scheme forms the basis for Medley and 
Mitzel's research, and allows the classification of teacher 
behaviors according to how often they produce a certain effect (1962, 
p. 318). Region A behaviors are those which ''tend to have the same 
effects on most pupils when exhibited by most teachers in most 
situations.'' Region B behaviors ''would be just as useful as 
behaviors in Region A to certain teachers but worthless to others."' 
Region C behaviors are "'effective with certain types of pupils 
only.'' Region D behaviors ''would be contingent upon the classroom 
situation.'' Region E behaviors are those which, the authors say, 
are probably not worth trying to teach in teacher education 
programs. According to Medley and Mitzel 

the most effective behaviors would lie in Region A. 
Next would be those in Regions B, C, and D. Behaviors in 
the three unidentified corners would be less effective, 
and those in Region E would be least effective of all. 
Effectiveness of a behavior so defined is a function of 


the total number of teachers, pupils, and situations for 
which the behavior has a particular effect (1962, p. 318). 


Medley and Mitzel conclude by saying that 


some behavior patterns effective in securing high 
ratings from supervisors, high pupil-teacher rapport, and 
a wholesome classroom atmosphere have been identified, 
but that no progress has yet been made in finding 
behaviors effective in stimulating pupil growth (1962, 
pye320) & 


Smith (1962, p. 326) comments on research concerning the 


es eyeeqqs 2liqua no t08Tts £21; 10 yallanepemor ‘er-02 entbveDae 


ae 


bane ystbeM wot eiged ond amo? ametioe eit OPE cap Bet). i one) 


( et: BAe wy) t@ 6 wy - <= 


redaser to foiveoi*easta aa awol'ts bas eho mweze% 2'iessiM 
.$3e!) Josette nist1se & souhe4g ignite: ville wort ~ enibyesos evo lveried 


singe sit ever of bnea"’ doidw seeds eve e191 veried A aoigeA (Be ce 


teom. ivi evehoses seom e botidinxs neriw el iqua seem no - 

> > > —o 

26 futeen e6 sa od prvaw" e GB anoipsA ™; -eno | seu Ts 

" ersdto of aap tin gud sretoeet 


atte!’ 16 snolveried 3 noi go 


aa Pest 


eliqua to asqy? nies1so at 
moorees!o sd3 noqu tnspnignes ed biuew" ztotvatied 0 noiged er Pe" 
~¥se2 eronsus eft .doidw did 2volveriad 3 a sno} deus ta 
setsesuba 1silases nm} oe83 of priyit iaeenin jon yidedorg — 
fast iMibrs yolbeM oF pribiooDA ensipong 
A ncipel ni sil bivow erotveried svizsette tz0m siz Vi" a°9.8 

ni avilveded .0 bas .2 hal enoipen ni seords sd bluow txsh_ 

svisostts ges! ed - Aioo baititnebinuy sents oz 

[fe %o evisoetts: tease! 9d bluow J noigaA ni seod3 bas 
to noltorut # ai b) a2!" iyeried & Fo 22enevisoeTt3" 


10% enoitsutia bre'.el hguq , 3 70 1sdmun Ietot ang 
(81& .¢ SRT) celal “efualsveq 6 26 noi vedad ol dotnwo © 


(2 faszim brs verbal 


; J: es 
doid onl wae ra ido vite A ae Sepp ems! eos ‘i 
bos , 2 1eqqe, Isipsed=Mgug doin ,zr02 a mort eeniser 
Ena tat i hea st> smozalodw 6 
eseet 7 wi tauq onl dsturerde a 210] veried 
| heh bre Ra Te Yee . oo de 
sid eninrsanes AaNGe nee gammas +(e or et 


2 os A noipeA ahd bdnehyn~i 


@A1398443 


suo!}7enzIs 


YO1UM UI 


REGION B 


& 
a: 
fe) 
mo) 
re) 
“ys 
ey 
fe) 
a} 
172) 
fe) 
—h 
Ove 
F cy =e fon i: == eS J 1.348 22> 
a 0 Proportion of Pupils °° 
Affected 
Figure | 


Scheme for Classifying Teacher Behaviors 
According to How Often They Produce A 
Particular Effect 
(Medley & Mitzel, 1962, p. 319) 
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analysis of classroom social interaction. 


For almost four decades we have been making study after 
study in our attempt to measure teaching effectiveness. 


In all these studies we proceeded ase das if we knew alread we knew already 


what teaching is and that all we had to do was to give 
tests to find out its effects. 


He stresses (1962, p. 326) the fact that 
» « over 70 percent of verbal behavior in the 

classroom is concerned with cognition, with under- 
Standing the terms, principles, facts, etc., of the 
fields of .instruction. .. *: 

and goes on to say 
» © « It is just as important to know the structure 
of cognitive teaching behavior as it is to know such 


things as personality traits, social atmosphere, and 
the approaches to teaching. 


In 1966, Moore conducted a study to determine whether a 
common body of criteria was used by inspectors in Victoria, 
Australia, when evaluating teacher performance. Further purposes 
were to detect any particular emphasis placed on Mitzel's criteria 
of process, product, and presage, to identify differences in 
approaches to evaluation on the part of primary and secondary 
inspectors, and to assess the influence of the headmaster, or 
principal, on the evaluation of teachers. Inspectors listed in 
order of importance the actual criteria which they used in 
evaluation, and also indicated which of a list of thirty criteria, 
ten in each of Mitzel's categories of process, product, and presage, 
they would use "'always,'! ''frequently,'' ''seldom,'' or ''never.'' Moore 


found that no common body of criteria or common approach to 
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26 
evaluation prevailed when actual criteria were analyzed. However, 
there was a considerable area of agreement as to which criteria 
ought to be considered. Inspectors stressed process criteria when 
evaluating teacher competence; they stressed presage criteria when 
evaluating teachers for promotion to administrative posts. 

In 1969, Thomas conducted a follow-up study to Moore's. His 
purpose was to examine the criteria of teacher evaluation used by 
high school principals in Victoria, Australia, when forming opinions 
that certain teachers were competent or were worthy of promotion to 
administrative positions. Thomas examined the application of a 
common body of evaluative criteria, the emphases placed on 
particular criteria and particular categories of criteria, and the 
relationships between the criteria used and certain variables. 
Thomas found that a common body of evaluative criteria was used for 
teaching competence and that. a different common body of criteria was 
used for administrative promotion. Different categories of criteria 
were stressed for the two evaluative situations. A relationship 
existed between the criteria used and the variables considered. 
Principals employed many criteria not listed in the instrument, 
which was the same as that developed by Moore and consisted of 
thirty criteria, ten in each of Mitzel's categories of process, 
product, and presage. 

The present study is basically a replication of the work 
carried out by Thomas in Victoria, Australia, in 1969. No other 


Canadian studies have looked into teacher evaluation using an 
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22 
approach based on Mitzel's categories of process, product, and 
presage, Mitzel's categories, although by no means new, have been 
used and indeed are being used to a great extent in one way or 
another in analyzing teacher effectiveness. In fact, most of the 
recent research which is reviewed by Flanders (1969) is interpreted 
in terms of process, product, and presage criteria. Most 
observation scales, check lists, and other rating devices are 
grounded, whether admittedly or knowingly, in these categories of 
criteria. 

Many questions are pertinent to a discussion of the 
evaluation of teacher effectiveness; most of them have been 
thoroughly if not fruitfully researched. Researchers have looked at 
the ''how,'' ''who,'' ''what,'' and ''why'' of evaluation; they have 
analyzed dissatisfaction with evaluation and conflicts between 
evaluation and professionalism. Recent studies have focused on 
criteria of teaching proficiency, and on ways and means of gauging 
this proficiency. There is today more room for optimism where 
evaluation is concerned, thanks largely to the efforts of educators 
such as Barr, Ryans, Mitzel, and Flanders. Recently the trend in 
evaluation studies has been more and more toward research involving 
interaction analysis, with its stress on teacher-pupi | 
communications. The present study is most closely related to the 
work of Mitzel, in that it analyzes mainly principals' uses of 
process, product, and presage criteria for evaluating teacher 


competence. 


ofa Fo, Jeon Ase oh 
beserqrezni 2@i (eae!) 2 
s20K: ei wet lye | 

to geireperes s2erlt rh ey 


ona ip 2 Nee gat 

nesd ever meAd eet: 

Je bexoo! eved eredo tees 
even yedt {OT Teuibes ae 
nsewied esoiltnos bap. rari 

ne bsevoot ever aa 


eniguee to ensem bné. ayaa) ape 
ssl wenn no’ MOOT OT 


’ ; 
oda ot beisfer yiseots. ta sean ey 4 ne 
4 ae ree 

to esau ‘2zlegt: ‘om ses 7 he cy | 


veriosos pnideuleye sot 8 


28 


Chapter 3 
THE DESEGN OF. THE- STUDY, 
|. SYNOPSIS OF THE PROBLEM 


Principals in Alberta play a large part in the evaluation 
process, since. they are often required to form opinions about the 
competence of teachers and to present these opinions when teachers 
are rated. When a teacher is being considered for promotion to an 
administrative position his principal's opinion as to the teacher's. 
competence may once again be a determining factor in rating his 
effectiveness. 

This study attempted to determine whether or not Alberta high 
school principals applied a common body of criteria when evaluating 
teachers regarding (a) their competence in the classroom, and (b) 
their suitability for promotion to an administrative position. By 
applying identical criteria to both evaluative situations, one could 
determine whether there was a change in emphasis from one evaluative 
situation to the other. The emphasis placed upon each of Mitzel's 
three categories of process, product, and presage criteria could 
also be established. This study also attempted to identify any 
relationships which existed between the evaluative criteria used by 
principals and variables such as the age of the principal, his 
experience as a principal, the size of the school (in students and 
in staff) and the amount of time the principal spent in class- 


room teaching. Finally, this study sought to determine whether 
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zg 
principals used criteria of evaluation in addition to those listed 
on the instrument and to analyze the nature of these additional 


criteria. 


ble THE INSTRUMENT 


The basic instrument, which is included in Appendix A, page 
137, is comprised of two sections: a Personal and School Data 
Questionnaire and a Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire. The: former 
included five variables: 

1. Age of principal 

2. Length of experience as a principal 

3. Amount of time principal is engaged in classroom teaching 

4, Size of school (actual enrolment) 

5. Number of teachers. 
The latter section consisted of two separate but closely related 
parts: 

1. A questionnaire for the evaluation of teacher competence 

2. A questionnaire for evaluation for promotion to an 

administrative position. 

Both of these questionnaires included the same thirty evaluative 
criteria, although the criteria were ordered differently in the 
second section. The criteria were identified as being ten each of 
Mitzel's three criteria of process, product, and presage. 

The questionnaire which was mailed to Edmonton Public School 


Board principals (see Appendix A, p. 141) included an additional 
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30 
eleven criteria, which were not identified as being either process, 
product, or presage criteria. This questionnaire also included a 
separate section made up of fifteen criteria describing teacher 
characteristics. 

Space was provided for free comments and the listing of 
criteria used by principals but not included in the list of thirty 
criteria to be scored. 

Response categories for the evaluative criteria sections were 
scored according to a scale which indicated whether principals used 
each criterion always (A), frequently (F), seldom (S), or never (N) 
when considering whether teachers were competent classroom teachers 
Or were worthy of promotion to an administrative position. There 
were only three response categories for the fifteen criteria which 
comprised the teacher characteristics section for the Edmonton 
Public School Board principals. Respondents were asked to score the 
number | if they considered the item to be very important in 
evaluating a teacher, 2 if it was important, and 3 if they thought 
it should not be used in the evaluation of a teacher. 

The questionnaires for the two different evaluative 
situations were placed on reverse pages of the instrument, thereby 
further reducing the possibility that answers given to the first 
questionnaire would prejudice answers given to the second. 

The criteria of evaluation used in. the Teacher Evaluation 
Questionnaires were prepared by Moore and used in his study. Moore 
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This instrument contained a list of thirty criteria drawn 
from the literature on the evaluation of teachers. The 
criteria were selected for inclusion on the instrument after 
a pilot study had been carried out to isolate ten in each of 
the categories suggested by Mitzel; that is, Product, Process 
and Presage criteria (Moore, 1966, pp. 30-31). 

See Appendix B for Moore's grouping of criteria according to 


Mitzel's categories. 


lit. |} COLLECTLON OF DATA 


Two instruments were used in the study. The first was sent 
to principals of all public and separate high schools (enrolling 
only junior and/or senior grades) in Alberta, excluding Edmonton 
Public schools, while the second instrument (which included 
criteria in addition to the thirty of the first instrument) was 
sent to principals of all Edmonton Public schools enrolling junior 
or senior high grades. A covering letter written by D. A. MacKay 
was mailed to all principals and accompanied principals' 
questionnaires (see Appendix A). E. Mansfield, Director of Research 
for the Edmonton Public School Board, gave his approval of the study 
in Edmonton schools (see Appendix A). 

Table 1 presents an analysis of usable returns which were 
mailed by principals. A return of almost ninety per cent from 
Edmonton Public schools may reflect principals' interest in teacher 
evaluation, especially in the light of the Edmonton Public School 
Board's decision to require all principals to evaluate teachers on 
their staffs. The return from all other schools was eighty-two per 


cent, and the overall percentage return was eighty-four per cent. 
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Personal and School Data 
Table 2 presents information concerning respondents and their . 
schools. More than half of the principals (58%) were more than . 
forty-five years of age; more than half (52.3%) had more than ten 
years' experience as a principal; half (50.6%) of the principals 
were engaged in no classroom teaching. Only one-third of the 
schools (32.7%) enrolled more than six hundred pupils; more than 
half (51.7%) of the schools employed twenty-five or fewer teachers 


(excluding the principal but including part-time teachers). 


Statistical Procedure 

Data analysis was performed using the IBM 360/67 computer and 
programs documented by the Division of Educational Research at The 
University of Alberta. 

A frequency count was used to place criteria in rank order 
for both evaluative situations according to the percentage of 
respondents scoring A (''Always'') or F (''Frequently''). This enabled 
the determination of whether or not principals applied a common body 
of criteria when evaluating teachers for (a) teaching competence, 
and (b) administrative promotion. 

The rank ordering of criteria used in evaluation for the two 
evaluative situations enabled comparisons to be made of the emphasis 
placed upon individual criteria employed in each of the .two 
situations. 

The Spearman rho correlation from ranks was calculated to 


determine whether or not any overall difference existed between the 
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two different evaluative situations and the ranking of all thirty 
criteria as used in the two evaluative situations. 

A Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test was performed to isolate 
any significant differences (at the .05 level for a one-tailed 
test) in the usage of particular criteria depending upon the 
evaluative situation. 

When the thirty. criteria ranked according to frequency were 
classified according to Mitzel's categories of process, product, and 
presage, it was possible to. compare the emphasis placed upon these 
categories of criteria. 

A factor analysis was. performed to determine whether criteria 
tended to cluster in Mitzel's categories of criteria; an absolute 
value of .40 was used as the lowest level of significance. For this 
purpose the data (although ordinal in character) were assumed to be 
interval scaling. 

Chi square tests were used to ascertain whether significant 
differences existed according to specific categories of the five 
personal and school data variables. An alpha level of .05 was used 
as the confidence level to reject the null hypothesis that no 
significant differences existed. 

Additional criteria used by principals were ranked according 
to frequency of mention. An arbitrary weighted score was assigned 
to each criterion on the basis of an allotment of five points for 
each A (''Always'') and three points for each F (''Frequently''). 


Further categorization was done according to a classification scheme 
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devised by Barr (1948, pp. 207-11). 


Comments on the study made by respondents were classified 
under five headings: 

1. General Reaction to the Instrument 

2. Criticism of the Instrument 

3. The Role of the Principal in Evaluation 

4, Methods of Evaluation Used 


5. Selection of Administrators. 


IV. LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 


Limitations 

As this study was essentially a replication of Thomas' study, 
it was limited to the personal and school data variables used in 
that study, and also to the basic format of the instrument used. 
Although there may have been room for improvement in the 


questionnaire especially, no alterations were made. 


Delimitations 

The study was delimited to principals of Alberta high schools 
(both public and separate) and only those high schools staffed by 
five or more teachers. Hence, the study was also delimited to the 


evaluation of secondary teachers in Alberta. 


: ny ye 

wrap tty Ay 
| bsitizesio sve 
sfitce? &- a % 


a ee es 


-ybure "eemodT Yo noise: 
nt bsev esideirev ereb f 


.beeu Inemunteni sis to temyor | Teed ; 
od3 ni Inemevorgmi ye? moor need ever yam stadt rovers 1A 
saben ssw enoigyaaiie on «yi Feioeqe onisnnoi szeup 


oe oo Se ye veh 


i ' dyed os @ oni 
| n A odiA h. i 
2 corte eli 625 ad shea Eli Se new bus he wits | 


yd naitabeunfindas: etd eeord eat if bic 


38 
Chapter 4 
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA COMMONLY EMPLOYED BY 
ALBERTA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

One of the purposes of the study was to determine whether or 
not principals employed a common body of criteria, chosen from among 
the thirty listed for scoring, when (a) evaluating teachers' 
competence and when (b) evaluating teachers as being worthy of 
promotion to an administrative position. Data analysis in this 
chapter pertains to the total sample of principals, that is, to both 
Alberta principals generally and Edmonton Public School principals. 
Both groups form the combined sample. 

A data analysis of additional criteria used by Edmonton 
principals and included in the Edmonton instrument (see Appendix A, 
pp. 141-144) is presented and discussed in Chapter 9. The twenty- 
six criteria appended to the Edmonton instrument were included at 
the request of Edmonton Public School Board central office 


personnel, and hence are analyzed separately. 


1. EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE 


For Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire One, principals scored 
thirty criteria which they may or may not consider when their 
purpose was to evaluate teacher competence. Each of the thirty 
criteria was scored on a four point scale, according to the 
respondent's use of it when evaluating: always, frequently, seldom, 


or never. 
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Table 3 ranks these criteria according to their use, ''always'' 
or ''frequently,'' by principals. Almost all of the criteria were 
used ''always'' or ''frequently'' by a majority of the respondents. 
Twelve were ''always'' or ''frequently'' employed by more than ninety 
per cent of the principals. The data support the conclusion that 
Alberta high school principals employed a common body of criteria 
when evaluating teacher competence. This finding coincides with 
that of Thomas. 

The criterion of The Energy, Force, and Enthusiasm Displayed 
in the Teaching ranked first; it was used ''always'' or ''frequently'! 
by ninety-eight per cent of the respondents. Ranking an equal 
second were the criteria Class Control and Teacher-Pupil Relation- 
ships (both 97.7%). However, the criterion of Class Control was 
used ''always'' by more principals (65.5%) than was any other 
criterion. It was concluded that principals conceived of a competent 
teacher as being one who maintained class control, while at the same 
time displaying energy, force, and enthusiasm in his teaching and 
maintaining good relationships with his students. The fourth ranked 
criterion was Concern with the All-Round Development of the Pupils 
(97.1% employed this criterion "'always'' or ''frequently''); the fifth 
was the teacher's Academic Qualification and Knowledge of the 
Curriculum (96.0%); the sixth and seventh were respectively Pupil 
Participation in Lessons (95.4%) and Provision Made for Individual 
Differences and Group Needs (95.3%). 


Some principals indicated in their comments that it was 


33 
Nayewl el ,e2u Tedd ot pai bio 


a7ew pair hae to If 
7 ; \. a ie 
‘etuobeegent anes 


viqnia nedy siom yd bayol an 


7 ® - 


ted? noteutonos edt 3 


' @ 
a 2 ‘ 
» 


q sft to Jnso 

wtare ¢' agi nig ae 
sitetins to ybod serine ik | Toorise doid etredIA 
bee sarei! «iyidt om 


Ag tw sebiontos enibnit eid 92 383 pnissulsve ¢ 
-” yi a) 2 °  h) | 
» ~ ,@emornlT to 3er2 
; PQ Oa, Si) x oe 
beyslqeid masieudind bre ,s3704 ve snd | fmoltetinga sdT 
sree wegerts 


"vlansupett" 10 “zyswis" beew eaw ti 7d @" .onidoneT ods B+ 


[supe ne eniaxnsA .23nebnogze1 ond, ines me s4pie-ysonin = 


-nol ashen. | iqua~1edo6eT brs forjno? tiszit> sft ata bnoss2 — 
2ew fo1tned 2e26!9 to noiresina bong Svew a (8%. Azvod) aqinde 


: eye 
ssfito yns esw ners (2.28) slegiontng som yd "evewis" “—s 


SeRee 6 to bevieones sag tonne gent bebulonos aaw a “snotveain9 
are 


smse odd 36 elit , lovtno> a26fo. ban isd orl eno pnisd 26 hep 


bné pridosed zid ml mesieudgme bre aa serene ssheinath an 
| 
bexns) djwot eT /2dnsbuse 2i¢ As iw aqifenotgeien booe eninisinism 


eliqud st to tnsmqoleved bruosi=( TA eda datw nmgare3 26w nolres 1% 


Astit sri3 i CY Ftneupest" 10 ii noires i> eins bevolqne 1.40) 

- Wl Sieg ra : : 
ont to epbel won bas noi se0/7 Teup pi e'19d2e83 dd 26w 

, aie 

liqu9 \levisoeqee 91aW daneves- tne donie « + (80. 82) mufusiawd 

Osiginas hreee We ts ‘oa ie OOo 

feublvibn! 10? sbeM noleivond _ (88, “arocees ni noisegioitye4 

a on 18 


ca6 
4° 56 
0°96 
Boas 
Le 
LL6 
8°L6 


O°Lt 
eich 
O°@h 
eae 
0°8S 
ey, 
6°8i 


pesn Ajqjuanbes4 sx pesn sAemiy x 
spsou dnoub pue sodussesyIp [eNpIrAl pul soy apew uo!s| Acid 
suosse| ul uolzedidiz4ed |idng 
wn{Nd!44no ay} Jo eHbpajmouy% pue suol}zedi4)penb dJiwepesy 
s,idnd ay42 jo JuSewdoO|sAep puNnosj-|1e By} YIM UsBDU0) 
sdiysuoizejesa | idnd-seyoeo) 
jo4zUuOD sse|) 


Buryosee} ey} ul. padeidsip wseisnyjue pue 92404 ‘ABuoue oul 


a 


[e391 


x¥ 


$V 


esuodsey abe Us .4eq 


P1402149 


DS eee Ll 


HL 1=N 


aouejzedwo) seysea, Buijyenjeng u! 
sjediouiag Aq pedo|dwy e14e3149 yO UO! JUeW Jo ADdUanbe4 


€ PLqeLl 


o' oY 


Laat 
Sen 
3 

Z 

2 


i 


(eve? og 
4 


ya 


é 
2 


se pa? Ses ons at. bavetqate ecstnutins bre 92107 oe ZZ 
ef : i S88 “2 é a; : . fortaes ze8id | ae 


@ ; ENE - 0.88 ae 4 : ¥ eqivlenolsets1 (Fquq-redeeT 2 
oY i ed daa oR 7 , | eligug 93 to tnemqolisvsb bnvot-lis od3 Aziw aveones 4 
0.88 0.82 © roe. ; mufusitwo sit to sebalwond bné enoitsoi? ifsup oImsbssA 2 
Pe, ae ? 4. 8 | . 2noeest ni aafteatntz4ae fiqud 3 
£. ze ede "0.18 . ebasa querte bas essns1sttih Isubivibai set sbsm Pa ee t 


— ss = baew ylinsupe 7 **4 bseu eyswih *A 


— 


G° 19 = 7 1° Ol uo! ssesdxe-jjes ul sjidnd ay jo Burules} ayy i 
oe or ("49 L°6l Az140yzNe 0} pue [ooYyds ay} OF Si!dnd sy Jo apnz137e Sy) 9| 
6° £8 6°09 0°¢Z stidnd eyuz ul Asinbue jenplAlpul jo ssed0id ay} Jo Juswdo|aAep sul Sy | 
€°lg 0°85 €°6Z s{idnd ey. 4o JUswdO|eAep 4a De4eYD YIM UsBDUO) val 
S°88 ig? meee eer A'S Buiuuejd pue uo1iesedeid uossey €| 
7°16 i> Zo = °° 67 sdoquew jes 4094IO YIM JaeYyDee} B42 JO UO!Je4edo0-09 jo eeibap ey) em 
fees you o Ft 4ayoee} 242 yo Aq! |!qepuedep pue AjjeAo, S41 ee 
Ovo. 99 <°Sc aoue!,es-jjoas pue Auysnpu! ‘Asez4nod 40 sopnzi3ze tidng Ol 
Mle 9 Or Fire 39 9K 4ayoea} ay jo Aq! {euossed ay] 6 
9°16 17°95 7° QE Jayoes} 042 Aq padejdsip diyssepes|, fo soi) jend 9 


i cn ET EEnEInEEIIEEEEISERSS ESSERE SERS EERE oan rE ee 


[eIOL e¥do ¥V 
asuodsey ebejUad40q 21403149 yuey 


te 


(penulzuos) € a|qeL 


os Oy | ele ee Bee 
ee |S ites) € sidsT 
a hea ae 7 se 


: | _ eliqug 93 to tnamqofeveb Yetze7sda A3iw mesned 
efiqug eff? nt ytiupne feubivibni Yo-eesooxg erty to Instqoleveb ott 
. yttvornsus of bas foorse eft of efigqua eft Yo sbuzliz6 siT 
re an8 eh ae | | nclz2zs1qxs-tise ni eliquq sd? to pninis1s sAT Nt 
La, te. 12a | } 


we 


42 


€°9S5 ae a Jayoee} 242 JO SalZIAI}WDe | euOIsSsejoid oy] G“/Z 
Q° Ls 2° 9H Joyoes} ayy jo sdueb! | {a UL JO |[eAB|, SY] 9Z 
foo 29 Aqi,iqisuodses pue eduaqyedwod D1AID UL sjidnd jo Bujures. 9yy GZ 
8°€9 «9° 9H pesn uolzequeseid uosse, JO spoyryew sy L HZ 
1°49 6°ES peAo|duwa sasseooid jo uolzenjeAs-jjes Jo seibep sy) CZ 
geo. 5°19 spre Bulyosee] jo esn ayy ZZ 
G° HL 0°7ZS Joyoee} a4} Jo sdUeseedde pue ssoiq iZ 
L°9L 9°79 4JOM U277I4M Jo Bul yDeYyYD pue UO!S|AJsedns 0Z 
7° 9L 9°15 stidnd oy} yqiIm Bulpuezs s,4seyoses} sy] 61 
Z° 08 G°49 UOISIAdedns yNoYyZIM [ [eM yx4OM Si idnd sey, 8 | 
Se nc eae een ereaerensesnen 

[e301 *¥4 
Pe14eqylsg UeY 


a6 

SP | 
6°01 
Cred 
G O 
6°9 

Gace 
GPE 
8°8l 
Est 


Ne 
~ 


esuodsey ehejUa.4eq 


a 


(penuizuos) € a qeL 


_bsyolqns 2es229207q to iat: ve sea 
“~~ "'bs2u nolterasesiq weeeer ee 0 


$88 £82 e.0F NST Tdfedoqas4 bas sonsteqmos sivis ni 2! lqua Yo partite SAT 
™ varsest sit to sonapitfeini to level eft , 


jeticses3 aft jo eeisivitss [snoleestorg SAT 


iT: 


; ry 


= 
é > ok 
OP 
7 


, 


aga @ 


fu 


43 


7° iz G’°6l [21 Ayiunwwod a4} ul Bulpueys pue uoljzedidijq4ued s,4soydea} oY] O¢€ 
Z° On Z°9¢ One S}|[NSe4 uo! JeUlWweXy 6Z 
€°95 9° Ht SG? Ll Spuepueys ,edD!14yzZe pue jesow jo uoljeldesdde ,sjidnd ayy, AO ie 


{e3OL 4 % 
esuodsey ehejUued4eq P1402 149 yuey 


a 


(panuizuos) € a|qel 


i ay ae. . 


hh 
difficult to interpret accurately such terms as class control, 
loyalty, and the teacher's ''standing'' with the pupils. Some 
principals also felt that in different situations different criteria 
would be used in differing degrees. 

When only the response category of ''always used'' was 
considered, and then only at the fifty per cent level of frequency 
or greater, it was found that three criteria were isolated: 

le. Class control (65.5%) 

2. Teacher-pupil relationships (58.0%) 

/3. Concern with the all-round development of the pupils 
(aes) 

lt was concluded that there was some consistency by 

respondents concerning common. evaluative criteria for rating teacher 


competence. 


11. EVALUATION FOR PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION 


In Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire Two, principals scored 
the same thirty criteria in the same way as the criteria found in 
Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire One, but the criteria were ordered 
differently in the second questionnaire. The evaluative situation 
in this case was according to the teacher's worthiness of being 
promoted to an administrative position. 

Once again, as shown in Table 4, the criteria were ranked 
according to the frequency with which principals stated they 


"always'' or ''frequently'' used each particular criterion. Ten 
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criteria were used ''always'' or ''frequently'' by more than ninety per 
cent of Alberta high school’ principals. This suggested that 
principals employed a common body of criteria when evaluating 
teachers for administrative promotion. 

The criterion which was ranked first, being used ''always'! or 
''frequently'' by all principals, was Qualities of Leadership Displayed 
by the Teacher. More than eighty-five per cent of the respondents 
said they would ''always'' use this criterion. One might conclude 
that leadership qualities are, as might be expected, considered to 
be of prime importance for promotion to a position of leadership. 
Ranking second was the criterion The Personality of the Teacher, 
which was scored as being used ''always'' or ''frequently'' by almost 
ninety-nine per cent of the principals. 

The third ranked criterion was The Degree of Co-operation of 
the Teacher with Other Staff Members; the fourth was The Loyalty and 
Dependability of the Teacher; the fifth was Teacher-Pupil Relation- 
ships; the sixth was Academic Qualifications and Knowledge of the 
Curriculum; and the seventh was Dress and Appearance of the Teacher. 

The five criteria which ranked the highest according to their 
use ''always'' or ''frequently'' by principals were all concerned with 
the teacher's personal qualities which might suit him for a leader- 
ship position, or with human relations skills relating to other 


staff members and students. 
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}1!. CRITERIA USED INFREQUENTLY IN THE 
TWO EVALUATIVE SITUATIONS 
Principals commonly did not use certain criteria with a high 
frequency, just as they did employ a common body of criteria with 


consistency. This was true for both evaluative situations. 


Evaluation of Teacher Competence 

Table 5 presents the ranking of criteria which were used 
''seldom'' or ''never'' when principals were evaluating teacher 
competence. 

The least used criterion was that of The Teacher's 
Participation and Standing in the Community. This criterion was 
used ''seldom'' or ''never'' by almost eighty per cent of the 
principals. The criterion of Examination Results was used ''seldom!! 
or ''never'' by more than half of the principals (59.8%). The 
criterion of The Professional Activities of the Teacher was. ranked 
an equal third in-most infrequent use, and the next lowest ranked 
criterion was that.of The Level of Intelligence of the Teacher, 
ranked twenty-sixth out of the thirty criteria. - 

While there appears to be no overriding reason for the 
infrequent use of these criteria for evaluating teacher competence, 
One principal commented that it was difficult to determine what was 
meant by ''intelligence''; another wondered how intelligence was to be 
measured and found the criterion of teacher intelligence to be 
misleading and open to different interpretations. One principal 


felt that the criterion of The Teacher's Participation and Standing 
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in the Community was ''disjointed,'' while,a second wondered what 
"pupils! appreciation of moral and ethical standards'' means today. 
A further respondent said he found it difficult to score any of the 
thirty criteria in the ''seldom'' or ''never'' categories since they 
would, he felt, be ''very crucial'' in forming an opinion. 

Some of the thirty evaluative criteria were found to be 
commonly used ''seldom'' or ''never'' by principals when evaluating 


teacher competence. 


Evaluation for Promotion to an Administrative Position 

The ranking of the criteria used least frequently by 
principals when evaluating teachers for promotion to an administra- 
tive position is presented in Table 6. 

In this evaluative situation the least used criterion was 
that of Examination Results, which was used ''seldom'' or ''never'' by 
almost two-thirds (62.6%) of the principals. The teacher's use of 
teaching aids and his supervision and checking of written work were 
also infrequently used criteria. 

It is noteworthy perhaps that in both evaluative situations 
the criterion of students' examination results occupies an extremely 
low position in the hierarchy of criteria. In both cases 
approximately sixty per cent of principals felt that this was an 
unimportant criterion. 

Principals employ a common body of criteria, chosen from 


among the thirty listed for scoring, when evaluating teachers' 


competence and when evaluating teachers for administrative 
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54 
promotion. However, different criteria were differently stressed in 


the two situations. 
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Chapter 5 
COMPARISONS OF PRINCIPALS' EMPHASES PLACED ON CRITERIA 
OF EVALUATION EMPLOYED IN EACH EVALUATIVE SITUATION 

One frequently hears the thought expressed that the reward 
for good teaching is promotion to an administrative position. It is 
doubtful, though, that the best teachers always make the best 
administrators. 

One purpose of the study was to determine whether principals 
of Alberta high schools use the same criteria of evaluation when 
evaluating teachers as to (a) their teaching competence and (b) their 
worthiness of promotion to an administrative position. Do Alberta 
high school principals think that competent teachers can and/or wil] 
become competent administrators? If so, they will place 
approximately the same emphasis upon (a) individual criteria, and (b) 


categories of criteria. 


|. EMPHASIS PLACED UPON INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA 


Table 7 presents the rank order of the evaluative criteria 
employed in each of the two evaluative situations and also the degree 
of difference of stress placed on individual criteria. A distinctly 
different emphasis was placed upon many criteria as the evaluative 
situation changed. The highest ranked criterion for teacher 
competence--The Energy, Force and Enthusiasm Displayed in the 
Teaching--ranked only tenth for administrative promotion. The 


criteria which ranked an equal second for evaluating teacher 
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competence--Class Control and Teacher-Pupil Relationships--ranked 
ninth and fifth respectively for evaluation for administrative 
promotion. The first and second ranked criteria for administrative 
promotion, namely Qualities of Leadership Displayed by the Teacher 
and The Personality of the Teacher, ranked eighth and ninth 
respectively for the evaluation of teacher competence. 

The greatest difference in emphasis involved the criterion of 
Pupil Participation in Lessons, which ranked sixth for teacher 
competence and twenty-third for administrative promotion. The 
criterion Dress and Appearance of the Teacher ranked seventh for 
administrative promotion and twenty-first for evaluation of teacher 
competence. 

Of the four highest raved, atures 2 for evaluating teacher 
competence, not one was included in the first four listed for 
administrative promotion. The same was hence true for the first 


four criteria for administrative promotion. 


Spearman Rho Calculation 

The Spearman rho was calculated, and was found to be .65. 
This value is significant beyond the .01 level, and suggests that 
there is a strong positive correlation between the use of all 
criteria independent of the evaluative situation; that is, the 
criteria which principals considered to be important in one 
situation tend to be stressed in the other situation and, 
conversely, those used less often in one situation tend to be of less 


importance in the second situation. 
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61 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Calculation 

Although the obtained Spearman rho shows that there is a 
strong similarity in general usage of the criteria independent of 
the two evaluative situations, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test shows 
that there is a considerable number of significant differences in 
the usage of particular criteria, depending upon the evaluative 
situation. 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test is concerned with the 
agreement between two sets of sample values. A large enough 
deviation between the two sample cumulative distributions is 
evidence for rejecting the null hypothesis. This test focuses on 
the largest of any observed deviations (Siegel, 1956, pp. 127-8). 
The null hypothesis in this study states that there is no difference 
in the expected number of responses by principals to individual 
criteria when evaluating in the two different evaluative situations. 
The null hypothesis was rejected (at the .05 level or greater) for 
fifteen individual criteria; the alternate hypothesis, which states 
that principals' stresses placed on individual criteria changed in 
the two different evaluative situations, was accepted for these 
fifteen cases. 

Table 8 presents an analysis of those criteria which were 
given significantly different stresses depending upon which 
evaluative situation was involved. Criteria which principals 
considered to be far more important (significant at the .001 level) 


in evaluation for promotion to an administrative position than in 
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evaluation of teacher competence involved the teacher's leadership 
qualities, participation and standing in the community, cooperation 
with fellow staff members, personality, professional activities, 
loyalty and dependability, and his intelligence. Criteria relating 
to the teacher's self-evaluation of processes employed, his 
academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum, his standing 
with the pupils, and the attitude of his pupils toward the school 
and authority were also used more (significant at the .01, .02, or 
-05 level) by respondents when considering teachers for promotion to 
an administrative position. Heavy stress was placed on presage 
criteria in this situation; all but two of the above criteria are 
categorized as presage criteria. 

Also shown in Table 8 are those criteria which were given a 
significantly greater stress by principals when evaluating teacher 
competence. Such criteria were few. Pupil participation in lessons, 
the teacher's supervision and checking of written work, the use of 
teaching aids, and the training of pupils in self-expression were 
considered to be more. important when evaluating teacher competence. 
Three of these criteria are categorized as process criteria. It is 
safe to say that process criteria receive higher stress when 


principals evaluate teacher competence. 


ll. EMPHASIS PLACED UPON CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA 


Table 9 presents an analysis of the emphasis which principals 


placed upon each of Mitzel's categories of process, product, and 
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67 
presage criteria when evaluating teacher competence. This table was 
derived from Table 3 (p. 40) and is dependent upon the categorization 
of criteria presented in Appendix B. The categorization of criteria 
was justified following factor analysis of the raw data (see 
Appendix C). 

Analysis of Table 9 shows that principals placed the heaviest 
emphasis on process criteria and the least emphasis on product 
criteria when evaluating teacher competence. This finding coincides 
with that of Moore (1966) and Thomas (1969), who found that both 
inspectors and principals in Victoria, Australia, emphasized process 
criteria and de-emphasized product criteria in the same situation. 

Table 10 parallels the preceding table by analyzing the 
emphasis placed upon the three different categories of criteria when 
evaluating for promotion to an administrative position. This table 
refers to Table 4 (p. 45) and to the grouping of criteria presented 
in Appendix B. 

Principals placed the most emphasis on presage criteria and 
the least emphasis on product criteria when evaluating in the 
administrative promotion situation. This finding agrees once again 
with findings of both Moore and Thomas. 

The conclusion was reached that process criteria were stressed 
for evaluation of teacher competence, but that presage criteria were 
considered to be most important in the evaluation of teachers for 


administrative promotion. 
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[1 1. RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS 


Moore suggested that his thirty criteria were evenly 
distributed over Mitzel's categories of process, product, and 
presage criteria. Thomas (1969, Appendix C) performed a factor 
analysis of his data and found that there was indeed some clustering 
of the thirty criteria into three groups. A three factor solution 
of the data in the present study showed an even stronger clustering 
of criteria than was the case in Thomas' study. It was possible to 
identify the three clusters as being largely process, product, and 
presage criteria (see Appendix C). As in Thomas' study, an absolute 
value of 40 was used as the lower limit of significance. The 
results suggest that the three clusters of criteria used may be 
validly considered to meet Mitzel's characteristics of process, 


product, and presage categories. 
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Chapter 6 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CERTAIN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
AND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
AND THEIR SCHOOLS 

One of the purposes of the study was to determine whether any 
significant relationships existed between specific criteria used by 
principals and five personal and school variables. 

The five variables were as follows: the age of the principal; 
the length of his experience as a principal; the amount of time 
during which he was engaged in classroom teaching; school size as 
measured by pupil enrolment; and school size as measured by the 
number of full-time teachers (see Appendix A). 

Each of the five variables was collapsed from either four or 
five response categories to two or three response categories. A chi 
Square test was then performed to determine differences, which were 
accepted as being significant at the .05 level or less. The null 
hypothesis stated that no significant difference existed between 
responses to the use of certain evaluative criteria and different 
categories of the personal and school data variable(s). The null 
hypothesis of no difference was rejected in fifteen instances. None 
of these findings coincided with those.of Thomas (1966, pp. 75-87). 
Frequency distributions of significant differences are included in 


Appendix D. 


Age of Principal 


Table 11 shows that significant differences existed between 
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j2 
principals who were up to forty-five years of age and those who were 
over forty-six years of age when responding to only two criteria, in 
both cases when evaluating teachers for promotion to an administra- 
tive position. In all other cases, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. 

It was inferred from the data that for administrative 
promotion more of the older principals tended to use the criterion 
of The Methods of Lesson Preparation ''always'' than did younger 
principals, while more of the younger principals used this criterion 
"frequently'' than did older principals. More of the older principals 
used the criterion of Pupils! Attitudes of Courtesy, Industry, and 
Self-reliance ''always'' and ''frequently'' than did younger principals,. 


who felt that this criterion was considerably less important. 


Length of Experience as a Principal 

This personal variable accounted for almost half (7 of 15) of 
the cases in which the null hypothesis of no significant difference 
was rejected. Table 12 shows that, for principals who had either up 
to ten, or more than eleven, years! experience as a principal, there 
were two significant differences concerning evaluation of teacher 
competence, and five concerning evaluation for administrative 
promotion. 

When evaluating teacher competence, more experienced 
principals thought that the teacher's leadership qualities were more 


important than did less experienced principals; more experienced 


principals also placed greater stress on the criterion of The 
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Training of the Pupils in Self-expression than did principals who had 
less experience. Less experienced principals considered the checking 
and supervision of written work to be less important than did their 
more experienced counterparts, when evaluating for administrative 
promotion. In the same evaluative situation, more experienced 
principals placed more importance on pupils! attitudes to the schoo! 
and to authority than did less experienced principals. For the 
criterion of The Use of Teaching Aids, the significant difference 
was attributed to the fact that many more of the less experienced 
principals used this criterion both ''always'" and ''never"' than did 
the more experienced principals. The Teacher's Standing with the 
Pupils was used ''always'! by more experienced principals much more 
often than it was by less experienced principals. Oddly enough, 
more of the more experienced principals used the criterion of 
Teacher-pupil Relationships both ''always'' and ''seldom'' than did less 


experienced principals. 


Time Spent in Classroom Teaching 


The personal variable of the amount of time during which the 
principal is engaged in classroom teaching was collapsed into three 
categories: those who do not teach; those who teach from one to ten 
periods per week; and those who teach eleven or more periods per 
week. The null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected 
for only two criteria, one in each of the two evaluative situations 
(see Table 13). 


When evaluating teacher competence, principals who teach used 
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the criterion of The Teacher's Standing with the Pupils much more 
than did those respondents who do not teach. When evaluating 
teachers for promotion to an administrative position, different 
categories of principals placed different stresses on the criterion 
which deals with how well the pupils work without supervision. More 
of the principals who do not teach used this criterion either 


''seldom'' or ''never'' than did teaching principals. 


Size of School 

One significant chi square value was obtained for the 
variable of school size as measured by actual enrolment. This 
variable was collapsed into two categories: schools enrolling 
either fewer than six hundred, or six hundred or more pupils. 
Principals of smaller schools placed far greater stress on the 


criterion of The Teacher's Standing with the Pupils (see Table 14). 


Number of Teachers 

This variable was collapsed into two response categories: 
(a) schools staffed by either twenty-six or more teachers, and (b) 
those staffed by fewer than twenty-six teachers. Table 15 shows 
that significant differences existed for two criteria, the first 
(Academic Qualifications and Knowledge of the Curriculum) being 
significant in the situation of the evaluation of teacher competence, 
and the second (Teacher-pupil Relationships) being significant in 
both evaluative situations. Principals of schools employing fewer 


than twenty-six teachers considered teachers' academic qualifications 
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80 
and knowledge of the curriculum to be more important than did 
principals of larger schools. In evaluating teacher competence, 
principals of smaller schools placed more importance upon teacher- 
pupil relationships than did principals of bigger schools, as they 


did when evaluating for promotion to an administrative position. 


Summary 

Although at least one significant relationship was found 
between the use of certain criteria and each of the five personal 
and school data variables, in most cases there was no evidence to 
reject the null hypothesis of no difference. The five variables 
have a limited effect upon principals' responses to the evaluative 


criteria. 
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Chapter 7 
ANALYSIS OF ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED BY RESPONDENTS 
WHEN EVALUATING IN BOTH EVALUATIVE SITUATIONS 

Space was provided on the instrument (see Appendix A) for 
respondents to list criteria which they would use when evaluating 
teachers, but which were not included in the list of thirty criteria 
to be scored. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they would 
use each of these additional criteria ''always'! (A) or ''frequently'' 
(F).* Twenty-nine per cent of the respondents listed additional 
criteria for the evaluation of teacher competence. Twenty-eight per 
cent listed further criteria which they would use when evaluating 
teachers for administrative promotion. It can be concluded that the 
majority of principals both would evaluate teachers and do evaluate 
teachers using only those criteria listed in the instrument. 

Two different but somewhat related techniques. were used to 
analyze the additional criteria. The techniques which were used in 
the same way by Thomas (1969, p. 90) were used identically in.both 
evaluative situations and consisted of: (a) a simple ranking of the 
criteria on the basis of an allotment of five points for each ''always'! 
and three points for ''frequently''; and (b) a categorization of the 
criteria following the format of a classification scheme devised by 


Barr (1948) in his analysis of studies related to the measurement 


*Where this was not done, an ''A'' was assigned arbitrarily to 
the criterion. 
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82 
and prediction of teaching efficiency. 

Barr's (1948) classification scheme involves breaking down 
characteristics of teaching efficiency and its prerequisites into 
five different categories: personal qualities, expected competencies 
of the teacher, desired pupil outcomes (or effects of teacher 
leadership), behavior controls. (such as knowledges, skills, 
interests, attitudes, and ideals), and a miscellaneous collection of 
background personal data. 

1. ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATING 
TEACHER COMPETENCE 

A listing of respondents! additional criteria for evaluating 
teacher competence appears in order of rank, according to weighted 
scores, in Table 16. Fifty-four criteria were identified, some of 
which are quite closely related to others. There was. no evidence of 
extremely popular usage of any of the criteria; many of the criteria 
were in fact listed by only one respondent. 

When the fifty-four additional criteria were classified 
according to Barr's categories as presented in Table 17, it was 
found that the category of Personal Qualities was weighted twice as 
heavily as any of the other four categories. By far the most 
stressed individual criterion was that of Cooperativeness which, 
according to Barr's scheme, includes such aspects as adaptability, 
flexibility, friendliness, responsiveness, and so on. 

The category of Behavior Controls received the next highest 


stress, with the individual criterion of Professional Attitudes being 
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93 
most important. Actual ''knowledges'' of the teacher, such as know- 
ledge of subject matter, child behavior, professional practices and 
techniques, general cultural background, and scholarship were nowhere 
represented by additional criteria. 

The category of Competencies was third in emphasis, followed 
by Effects of Teacher Leadership and Status Facts. 

In their additional criteria for evaluating teacher 
competence, Alberta principals placed a great emphasis on personal 
qualities of the teacher, considerably less emphasis on his 
knowledges and skills, and practically no emphasis on the results 
which he obtains and status facts about him. 

11. . ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATING FOR 
PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION 

Table 18 presents a listing of additional criteria used by 
respondents when evaluating teachers for promotion to an administra- 
tive position. Forty-seven such criteria were identified. As might 
be expected, criteria which were concerned with general or specific 
organizational ability, and with various aspects of administrative 
ability, were the dominant criteria. A third important criterion 
involved the teacher's willingness to work ''overtime'' or long hours. 
The additional criterion of the teacher's human relations skills or 
ability to get along with others also ranked highly among the 
additional criteria. 

As shown. in Table 19, when the additional criteria were 


categorized according to Barr's classification scheme, it was found 
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that almost all of the criteria fell into the categories of Personal 
Qualities and Behavior Controls. When evaluating for administrative 
promotion, Alberta principals stressed especially the teacher's 
industry (Drive), and judgement, intellectual acuity, and under- 
standing (Intelligence), while almost totally disregarding the 
teacher's results and status facts about him. Actual teaching 
competencies or classroom behaviors were not represented by any 
additional criteria. These findings add weight to earlier 
conclusions that product criteria are generally of low priority, and 
that presage criteria are of most importance to Alberta principals 


when evaluating teachers for administrative promotion. 
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Chapter 8 


PRINCIPALS' COMMENTS ON THE STUDY 


All respondents were invited to comment on any aspect of 
personnel evaluation and/or the study itself after having completed 
the instrument (see Appendix A). Only seventeen per cent of the 
principals made such comments. Almost all of the comments have been 
included below; they have been reproduced as originally written, and 
categorized under five basic headings (see p. 37 and the following 
detailed listings). 

Most of the comments are concerned with either a general 
reaction to the instrument itself or with a criticism of the 
instrument. Unfortunately, no respondents commented on what they 
consider to be the major difficulties of evaluation, especially from 


the principal's point of view. 


This questionnaire is comprehensive as well as scholarly. You 
have entered several items worthy of serious consideration in 
selection of staff members as well as principals. 


This questionnaire is completed on the understanding that if | 
were requested to evaluate or if my opinion were valued in 
promotion, then my weighting would be as indicated. 


| found it difficult to grade any of the 30 points in the ''S'' or 
'N'' category as. certainly they would be very crucial in making 
an opinion. 


Well designed. 
Naturally | am not sure that | have interpreted questions as 


they might have been intended. | added #6: ''Concern for the 
reputation of the school.'' This may seem quite superficial. 
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However, it is important for the student to feel that he 

belongs to a ''good'' school (whatever ''good'' means). The better 
the public relations a school has, the better the student wil] 
feel about belonging. Teachers can have a great deal to do with 
this in their promotion or otherwise of their school. 


What really bothers me is that in some instances a factor can 
be very important, whereas in others relatively unimportant, 
depending on subject area concerned, the particular person 
involved and/or the degree of ''deviation'' from the average. 
Moreover, in certain instances, | am sure that many of the 
factors in which there is high competence might be overlooked 
because of one ''glaring low.'' Would a classified grouping of 
factors be better? 


| would be most interested in. knowing how my personal choice 
compares with the overall picture. I think the questionnaire 
is very pertinent. 


Wish some of this research was put to practical use in some 
areas. 


Many of the items in Questionnaire Three deal with those things 
which we associate with good teaching and are taken into 
consideration collectively but are not of great significance 
individually. 


| would like more time but not available. This topic is of 
real interest to me. 


Critteism of the instrument 


Difficulty always arises in questionnaires which may or may not 
present questions that will be interpreted in the same way by 
each principal involved, e.g. quest. 18, 25. Perhaps the 
varied nature and repetition of such questions may give a 
built-in tolerability factor but sweet consistency on such 
documents appears difficult to achieve. 


| think you cannot use the same instrument for measuring 
''teacher competence'' and ''competence for promotion to 
principal.'' Your instrument for measuring the latter leaves 
out many of the ''leadership'' qualities that are so necessary. 
Little or nothing is asked in relation to ability of the 
teacher to make sound decisions, to stand on his own feet 
for those things he thinks to be right, etc. 


Item #23 of part ''one'' requires clarification--i.e., does it 
refer to ''popularity''? 
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What does ''pupil's appreciation of moral and ethical standards'' 
mean today? - a limited ''stand pat'! view 

- an ''open ended'' relativist view 
My view was the second and | interpreted the questions thusly. 
Most of these are leading questions and, | assume, you have 
some way of judging the degree of interactive effect. 


Survey should devote more space to the outside-the-classroom 
activities which are often more important than classroom 
instruction. 


Suitable for principals of larger schools only. It means little 
or nothing to a teacher of small schools, e.g. fewer than 10 
teachers. Caution--to respondents--read the heading of each 
questionnaire. 


A number scale would have been easier for the respondent to 
complete, in that there could have been a greater degree of 
shading in the responses. 


On questionnaires such as this one it is extremely difficult to 
interpret accurately terms such as: class control, teachers 
standing with pupils, loyalty. For example loyalty--to whom? 
to you as a person or to what you represent?--loyalty to me 
infers a necessity for constructive criticism but is this 
implied? Deal effectively with problems--quiet them down or 
produce acceptable change in attitude and performance? 
Controlling class-discussion--to keep it productive or railroad 
it? Answers are very much dependent on the interpretation of 
words--particularly in the connotative sense. 


This instrument could have been used 10+ years ago. Hence it's 
out of date, particularly in team schools, in schools where 
teachers have accepted responsibility in developing phi losophy 
and curriculum and analysing what students! needs really are. 


Section 3 (Promotion to Administrative Position) has little 
value in the E.P.S. system because administrative appointments 
are made at our central office level. Principals can submit 
likely prospects' names. 


Re: No. 18, page 2: 1 find this question misleading--How 
measured? Re: No. 25, page 3: Loyalty to whom--the principal? 
the school? the pupils? 


At the Principals' Short Course in 1961 the evaluation of 
teachers by principals was not encouraged. Dr. W. Worth did a 
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study on this. All factors listed in the questionnaire should 
be more the care of those responsible for teacher training than 
the school principal. Perhaps they are: 


Methods of Evaluation Used 


| believe any four basic evaluative criteria are: (1) class- 
room organization and planning; (2) classroom control; (3) 
staff relations; (4) community and pupil reaction; plus (5) 
interest and enthusiasm displayed. 


In evaluating teachers or in recommending teachers for 
promotion to administration my first guideline would be the 
True Dedication to everything involved in the full development 
and well being of students, within the range of that student's 
capabilities. Personal welfare and interests (political, 
financial or social) have little to do with a successful 
teacher or administrator. His or her first concern must be 
"the kids.'' A second guideline would be the physical (health) 
record of the teacher; a nervous, easily upset and ulcer-prone 
person has a dim future in education, particularly in 
administration. 


Any rating scale based on mechanical addition etc., would no 
doubt prove inadequate. Particular combinations of traits 
might indicate a very successful operator in spite of some 
definite weaknesses. Being particularly gifted in human- 
relationships and quite deficient in other aspects might still 
yield a finer administrator than one who had a mild plus score 
in all areas. 


Selection of Administrators 


Since | am seldom consulted on promotions to administrative 
positions, | can only say that | suspect that those qualities 
which make a good teacher would be the ones used in the 
selection of an administrator. In any case all! the administra- 
tive people seem to have been successful teachers. 


| personally feel that the best of teachers would not 
necessarily make good administrators--especially principals. 


| successfully recommended my vice-principal to succeed me when 
| retire this coming summer. | felt that he filled the 
requirements suggested by your list. Likewise | successfully 
recommended one of my male teachers to succeeed him. 
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An administrator should be of good report, law abiding, be 
judicious, and be a living example of the ancient and 
Christian virtues. 
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Chapter 9 
ANALYSIS OF ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED WITH 
THE EDMONTON SAMPLE 

The instrument used for the Edmonton sample differed from 

that used for the general Alberta sample in two ways: 

I]. It included eleven criteria which were added to the 
original list of thirty; these eleven criteria were 
scored in the same manner as were the preceding thirty; 
they too were placed in random order for scoring in the 
two evaluative situations. 

2. (It included fifteen short criteria or teacher 
characteristics which respondents were asked to score 
according to the importance which respondents attached 
to them in evaluating teacher competence without 
reference to any particular evaluative situation (see 
Appendix A). 

IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA COMMONLY 
EMPLOYED IN EVALUATION 
Evaluation of Teacher Competence 
When a frequency count was carried out on the eleven 
additional criteria for evaluating teacher competence, considerable 
agreement was evidenced among the forty-eight respondents (see. 
Table 20). All of the criteria were used ''always'' or ''frequently'' 


by more than half of the respondents. Ninety per cent or more of 
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the respondents said that when evaluating teacher competence they 
would ''always'' or ''frequently'' use the criteria relating to the 
teacher's ability to deal effectively with pupil problems in the 
classroom, his attitude toward suggestions for improvement, class- 
room discussion abilities, and consideration of the individual 
pupil. The least used criterion involved the teacher's use of 


audio-visual media. 


Evaluation for Promotion to an Administrative Position 

The vast majority of respondents used ten of the eleven 
additional criteria ''always'' or ''frequently'! when evaluating 
teachers for promotion to an administrative position (see Table 21). 
The criterion which concerns the teacher's participation in and 
contribution to curriculum development in the school was scored 
"always'' or ''frequently'' by one hundred per cent of the principals. 
The teacher's contribution toward the total school program including 
extra-curricular activities was the second highest stressed 
criterion, followed by criteria related to the teacher's attitude 
toward new developments in education, his effective dealing with 
pupil problems in the classroom, and his consideration of individual 
pupils. The least used criterion was once again that of the 
teacher's effective use of audio-visual media. 

As shown in Table 22, when the two rankings (one in each 
evaluative situation) of each criterion were compared, it was found 
that the use of most of the criteria changed according to the 


evaluative situation. None of the three highest ranked criteria for 
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evaluation of teacher competence ranked in the top three in 
evaluation for promotion to an administrative position. There was 
agreement, however, concerning the criteria of the development of 
grouping and the use of audio-visual media by the teacher. These 
criteria were ranked the same in both evaluative situations, tenth 
and eleventh respectively. 

IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS 

USED IN EVALUATING TEACHER COMPETENCE 

The fifteen teacher characteristics were ranked according to 
the number of respondents who considered the criterion to be ''very 
important!’ in the evaluation of a teacher (see Table 23). All of 
the criteria were considered to be ''important'' but some more so than 
others. 

The criterion relating to the teacher's provision of 
effective but not rigid control received the most stress; eighty-two 
per cent of the respondents considered it to be ''very important.’ 
The criteria describing teacher characteristics of enthusiasm; 
effective, fair, and understandable evaluation; concern for others; 
dependability; preparation; and self-control were ranked from second 
to seventh respectively. The least important criteria were those 
describing teacher characteristics of energy, courtesy, and academic 


ability, which ranked thirteenth to fifteenth respectively. 
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Chapter 10 


SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 


|. _ SUMMARY 


The basic purpose of the study was to examine the criteria of 
evaluation employed by Alberta high school principals when evaluating 
teacher competence and when evaluating teachers for promotion to an 
administrative position. 

In Canada generally, and specifically in. Alberta, more and 
more school districts are putting the onus on principals to evaluate 
teachers on their staffs. Many different aspects of evaluation have 
long been of concern, especially to educators (both teachers and 
administrators) but,also to the public. Questions concerning the 
role of the principal in evaluation, the need for evaluation, 
methods of evaluation, and particularly the criteria for evaluation 
have been thoroughly discussed, analyzed, and researched for many 
years. 

Research on the topic of teacher effectiveness criteria has 
been far more perplexing than pleasing. In fact, there is today no 
general agreement on the part of those concerned as to what should 
constitute criterion measures of teacher effectiveness. It is 
agreed, however, that evaluation of teacher competence is of the 
utmost importance. 

If little light has been shed upon the problem of how to 


adequately or effectively evaluate teacher competence in general, 
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the same can be said for evaluating teachers for promotion to 
administrative positions within the realm of education. The same 
plight which faces those who ask the question ''Who is a good 
teacher?'' has been met by those who ask the question ''Which teachers 
make good administrators?'' Neither question has been answered 
satisfactorily. 

Alberta high school principals evaluate teachers; they use 
certain criteria while doing so. But what criteria do they use? Do 
they employ a common body of criteria? Do they use the same criteria 
when evaluating for both teacher competence and administrative 
promotion? Which of Mitzel's categories of process, product, and 
presage criteria are stressed in which situation? Are there any 
relationships between certain personal and school variables and the 
criteria employed? Answers to these and other questions were sought 
in the study. 

The basic instrument consisted of five personal and school 
data variables and two thirty-item questionnaires--one for evaluating 
in each of the two evaluative situations--which were made up of 
thirty criteria of teacher evaluation, ten in each of Mitzel's 
categories of process, product, and presage. A further twenty-six 
criteria were included for the portion of the sample made up of 
Edmonton Public School Board high school principals. Room was 
provided on the instrument for principals' free comments and a 
listing of additional criteria used in each of the two evaluative 
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The sample consisted of one hundred and seventy-four of 
Alberta's two hundred and eight high school principals. 

Statistical procedures included a frequency count to place 
criteria in rank order for both evaluative situations to determine 
if a common body of criteria was used in either or both of the 
situations; a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to isolate significant 
differences in the usage of particular criteria depending upon the 
evaluative situation; a factor analysis to see if criteria tended to 
cluster in Mitzel's categories of process, product, and presage 
criteria; chi square tests to isolate significant differences between 
categories of the five personal and school variables and principals' 
uses of specific criteria; ranking of additional criteria used by 
principals but not listed in the instrument; a classification of 
these additional criteria according to a scheme devised by Barr; and 
a classification of respondents' comments on the study. 

The different analyses of the data showed that principals 
employed a common body of evaluative criteria for rating teacher 
competence and that they also employed a common body of criteria 
with consistency when evaluating for administrative promotion. 

There were some criteria which principals commonly did not use with 
a high frequency in. both evaluative situations. Changes in emphasis 
on certain criteria occurred as the evaluative situation changed. 

lt was. found that process criteria were stressed when evaluating 
teacher competence, and presage criteria were stressed when rating 


for administrative promotion. Several significant relationships 
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existed between the personal and school variables and the use of 
certain criteria. Generally, though, these variables had little 
effect on the criteria employed. Fewer than thirty per cent of the 
respondents used criteria of evaluation not included in the 


instrument when evaluating teachers in the two situations. 


I!. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 


Several inferences and implications arise from the analysis 
of data, and certain conclusions may be stated: 

1. Since Alberta high school principals use a common body of 
criteria with consistency when evaluating teachers, the possibility 
exists that an evaluative instrument could be constructed, made up 
largely of those criteria listed in the instrument used in this 
study, which could be used to evaluate teachers in this province. 
Consideration must of course be given to the validity, practicality, 
and reliability of whatever criteria are used in such an evaluation 
guide. To date no such guide is employed with any regularity any- 
where in Alberta. Both principals and teachers stand to benefit 
from the use of any such instrument, which reduces the present at 
times haphazard and inconsistent conduct of teacher evaluation. 

2. In their comments on the study, no principals expressed 
either dislike for, or discomfort during, the evaluation of 
teachers. This suggests that they accept their role as evaluators, 
and that they perhaps agree with those who feel that a teacher can 


be evaluated in the classroom (Ohles, 1969, and others), that there 
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are aspects of teaching which can be evaluated only by classroom 
visitation, and that principals are the ones who. should perform this 
very necessary evaluation. 

3. Principals conceived of a competent teacher as being one 
who maintained class control, while at the same time displaying 
energy, force, and enthusiasm in his teaching and maintaining good 
relationships with his students. They did not consider the 
criterion of students! examination results to be important, nor did 
they place any emphasis on the teacher's participation and standing 
in the community. Hence classroom processes are of top priority 
when principals rate teacher competence. It would appear that 
ascertaining what students actually learn in the classroom is 
relegated to the bottom of the list where priorities are concerned. 
There may be good reasons for this de-emphasis of product criteria, 
but it is suggested that product criteria are deserving of a greater 
emphasis in evaluation. 

4. if a teacher displays qualities of leadership, has a 
''good'' personality, cooperates well with other staff members, and is 
loyal and dependable, he is likely to be rated highly for promotion 
to an administrative position by Alberta's high school principals. 
This tends to dispel the myth that good teachers make good 
administrators, since, these very principals placed much less 
emphasis on these presage criteria when evaluating teacher 
competence. In fact, there is little if any evidence which 


connects these criteria with teaching excellence, What principals 
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look at when evaluating prospective administrators is the kind of 
person he is and not the kind of classroom teacher he is. Once 
again, principals placed extremely little emphasis on the results of 
the teacher's efforts, i.e., on product criteria. The examination. 
results of students was the least important criterion when evaluating 
for administrative promotion. 

5. Generally speaking, the criteria which principals 
considered to be important in one situation tend to. be stressed in 
the other situation and, conversely, those used less often in one 
situation tend to be of less importance. in the second situation. As 
the situation changes from the rating of teacher competence to 
rating for administrative promotion, the stress changes from process 
to presage criteria, with product criteria consistently third in 
priority. It appears that those teacher characteristics which are 
most easily assessed are used to a greater degree than are those 
which are less easily measured. This leads to the suggestion that 
either there is a paucity of instruments which validly measure 
student gains as a result of teacher behavior, or that principals in 
general are not.as concerned as they should be with student gains. 
In either case, change is of the essence: 

6. While it is true that in some cases principals who 
differed in age, experience, time spent in teaching, and in the size 
of their schools responded differently to different criteria (see 
Chapter 6), in most cases these variables had a limited effect on 


principals' responses to the evaluative criteria. Teachers will be 
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evaluated in a comparable manner by their principals regardless of 
the prevailing characteristics of their principals and the school in 
which the teachers teach. 

7. Criteria used by principals in both evaluative situations 
and not included in the instrument were few. Less than one-third of 
the respondents would use criteria not commonly employed in 
evaluation, and a large percentage of these criteria were closely 
related to those included in the instrument. Although no common 
evaluative instrument exists in Alberta, Alberta high school 
principals use basically identical criteria when rating teachers. 
Teachers! strongly-felt beliefs that much subjectivity pervades 
evaluation through classroom visitation appear to be largely ground- 
less, insofar as principals see more or less eye-to-eye where 
criteria are concerned. 

8. With the.exception of a few specific criticisms (basically 
semantic) of the instrument, principals had little to say about 
teacher evaluation in their comments. This is a rather unexpected 
situation, since discussions of the myriad aspects of teacher 
evaluation, especially by principals, often tend to be highly 
Stimulating and certainly contentious. It may be that principals 
felt the instrument to be an inappropriate place for a frank and 
illuminating presentation of their views on the matter; if this was 
so, it was unavoidable. Or it may be that discussing teacher 
evaluation is a very personal, or frustrating, matter. It may be too 


that Alberta high school principals have heard and/or been involved 
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in previous countless discussions of teacher evaluation, and felt 
that the issue was a dead one. It most-certainly is not a dead 
issue. 

9. Edmonton Public School Board high school principals 
stressed the teacher's ability to deal with discipline problems, his 
discussion abilities, his attitude toward suggestions for improve- 
ment, and his consideration of the individual pupil when evaluating 
teacher competence. As with the larger sample, the criterion of 
effectively dealing with pupil problems in the classroom is 
considered to be of considerable importance in teacher effectiveness. 
Perhaps secondarily, it is a matter which affects the principal, 
since if problems are not dealt with in the classroom, they soon 
find their way to the principal's desk. Process criteria are again 
stressed. The current emphasis on individualizing instruction is 
mirrored in the stress placed on the related criterion. The weight 
given to the criterion of teacher attitude toward suggestions for 
improvement may reflect the part played by principals in supervision 
especially. 

10. Edmonton principals consider curriculum development and 
concern with the total school program including extra-curricular 
activities to be important aspects of the administrator's role. 

They rated the former criteria as well as those dealing with the 
teacher's attitude toward new developments in education highly when 
rating for administrative promotion. The current emphasis on 


innovations is hence reflected by principals, most of whom are no 
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doubt concerned with recent educational developments. 

1]. In both evaluative situations, Edmonton principals 
placed the least stress on the criterion of the teacher's effective 
use of audio-visual media. This finding comes as somewhat of a 
surprise, especially in the evaluation of teacher competence, as it 
has been suggested throughout the literature and research that the 
effective use of audio-visual media is almost certain to lead to 
effective and efficient learning. 

12. When responses of the total sample were analyzed, it was 
found that the energy displayed by the teacher was stressed highly 
in the rating of teacher competence. Yet the Edmonton principals 
consider the teacher's energy to be a criterion of rather little 
importance. They also de-emphasize the courtesy of the teacher and 
his academic ability. Oddly enough, nowhere in the study have 
criteria describing teacher intelligence or academic ability been 
emphasized. They consistently are given less stress than are 
criteria dealing, for example, with class control and human relations 


skills. 


111. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH AND STUDY 


Thomas (1969) suggested that a guide to the evaluation of 
good teaching would be valuable. This suggestion is to be 
reiterated. Evaluation of one kind or another has long been 
conducted and needs to be refined and perfected. Reliable, 


practical, unbiased, and valid criteria need to be developed-- 
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educators have been attempting to do so for years. 

Teachers and students need to become more involved in teacher 
evaluation. Worthwhile studies could well be conducted using 
samples of teachers and/or students to gain their views concerning 
many aspects of evaluation in general and of appropriate evaluative 
criteria specifically. 

The current evaluation of teachers which largely ignores the 
consideration of pupil growth criteria is a state of affairs which 
is in need of change. When school systems, parents, administrators, 
teachers, and students have a clear set of educational objectives, a 
good starting point for the evaluation of the achievement of these 
objectives will have been reached. 

The old tried and sometimes trite means of selecting 
administrators from the teaching body need to be subjected to a 
thorough analysis. School administrators occupy an important 
position in the educational realm; their selection should be a 
matter of the deepest concern, and should therefore be made on the 
basis of sound evaluative criteria. Such criteria are few and far 


between. 
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TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES 


for SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 


There are TWO SECTIONS to this instrument: 
SECTION ONE. PERSONAL AND SCHOOL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION TWO. EVALUATION OF TEACHERS (TWO QUESTIONNAIRES) 


1. It will take you approximately fifteen minutes of your time to complete the questionnaires. 


2. You are asked to return the completed instrument in the stamped addressed envelope provided, at 
your earliest convenience. Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated. Data will be processed by 
computer at The University of Alberta. An abstract of the findings will be sent to all Principals 
early in 1970. 


3. After you have completed the questionnaires, please feel free to make any comments you wish 
on the evaluation of personnel, or on the study. 


COMMENTS 


code... » 


138 SECTION ONE 


PERSONAL AND SCHOOL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE. 


Please check one correct alternative for Items 1 to 5 below: 


1. Age of Principal 
Under 35 years .......... ; 35-45 years. .......... ; 46-55 years .......... ; over 56 years ........... 


2. Length of Experience as a Principal (Including this year) 
Less than 5 years .......... ; 5-10 years ............ ; 11-15 years ......... ; more than 16 years ......... 


3. Amount of Time Principal is Engaged in Classroom Teaching (35-40 minute periods) 
None .......... ; 1-5 periods per week ......... ; 6-10 periods per week .......... 


11-15 periods per week. ......... ; more than 15 periods per week .......... 
4, Size of School (Please state actual enrolment) 2... 


5. Number of Teachers (Exluding Principal; including part-time teachers) 
Iuess thane dua) re BSS 20-300 » 36-45... ; more than 45.......... 


SECTION TWO 


EVALUATION OF TEACHERS 


Instructions 


1. Each of the following questionnaires lists 30 factors which may be taken into account in evaluat- 
ing teachers. Please score all items on each questionnaire according to the importance which each 
factor has for you in your personal evaluation of teachers. Use the following scale: 

Please circle your selected response; e.g.: 
(A) indicates a factor always used; 
©) indicates a factor frequently used; 
(S) indicates a factor seldom used; 
(N) indicates a factor never used. 


Thus your circling of (F) would indicate that the factor concerned is used frequently in your evalu- 
ation of teachers; and so on. 


2. First, score all of Questionnaire One (P. 3), according to the importance which each factor has 
for you when forming opinions about the competence of teachers. 


Second, score all of Questionnaire Two (P. 4), according to the importance which each factor has 
for you when forming opinions that certain teachers are worthy of promotion to an administrative 
position (e.g. Principal). > 


CoNrAnrwne B 


WrONNNDNHNNAY NNN DY HB BRP BPP Be Pe ep 
SHANA AAHAP WHE SHANAHAN PF WHY HE SO 


. Concern with character development of the pupils 2.00.0... cesses 
MDLOSS ANG APPEALALCE Ol, UC e LCA CE ee isc ia scans users da catavlectieorsshetacsticsloesanste 
. The methods of lesson preparation USed oi... cccccscseesiesesssesssennnsnssisnsinssassnssesssase 
. The professional activities of the teacher 0... cccscsssmsssesseunennsesssesennssnssnatesee 
. The pupils’ appreciation of moral and ethical standards 2000000. 
« The pupils work well without Supervision ....:cccccccsccsiesnsesisecccescssseitentspaneseaeessineens 
MEE UDIE: PALliCtDAtlon skal lO SCOLN Sear er 80celccopi ss by crettskncibentei incsbeblinicteses 
B. Phevlevel or inteligencesor tie ete Cel ate ae ceases desc tczcenianceseesnns 
me lcessonu preparation aNnGuplanning ential. ke ee lea 
mol xaminations TESUlts |... eee er net i eines Ee aN ce, 
PL NO BDETSOUALILY. OF: tNEs LEACRIE me we teeth cect nied cscs vnsanecscbergnl dite! 
HE leacher- pupil: relationships ae eet at cho aS ctiaaabtecuoatusncuncties 
oT heseacher sestanding. witn. toner pUiisie a Fl eae ot gtiiaalacatan 


. The loyalty and dependability of the teacher o.oo. csccsssssnssfessesseseseneenen 


. The energy, force and enthusiasm displayed in the teaching 0000... 


. The degree of co-operation of the teacher with other staff members ...... 


. The training of pupils in civic competence and responsibility oo 


PURPOSE: EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE ONE 


Factor 
Provision made for individual differences and group needs 0... 
Concern with the all-round development of the pupils... 
Qualities of leadership displayed by the teacher o.....ccccocscsessssennneensnseneeeneeneee 
The degree of self-evaluation of processes Employed” ....:cscccccecicsnsecicnneeeenes 
The teacher’s participation and standing in the community 200... 
Supervision and CHECKING OL WIILLET WOK Ki cccc pce tiee-cssceeserccontiseseattinrinewterroross 
Academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum 0.0.0... 
The attitude of the pupils to the school and to authority wo... ccscsnseeeen 
Pupil attitudes of courtesy, industry and self-reliance 200.0. ccsssssseneenes 


OT BSS CON LLON Foie I  asccvebsanietarlcetbegronianbunengente 


The development of the process of individual enquiry in the pupils ............ 


The training of the pupils in self-expression oo.....ccccssscsesssssssssssesnstnssetnenee 


PDie WiseiOl teaching AidSyce ee rit to ccine 


> rr PrP PrP Pr errr eee ere eer eee PP PP PP PP Pp 
ANNNANNAAUHNHAUNRAHNANANHANHANAUAUNHAUNANAAURANnHRBNARHABAUNUANDAN 
ee a a eg eg a ey ee en ee a ee 


F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 


Please list below any factor/s always or frequently used by you when evaluating teachers 


being worthy of promotion to another classroom situation, and not included in the above list: 
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0 PURPOSE: PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TWO 


(A) indicates a factor always used; 

Scoring (F) indicates a factor frequently used; 
Key (S) indicates a factor seldom used; 
(N) indicates a factor never used. 


1.', Dress and ‘appearance of the: teacher 200 coe ean aoe sets A F S N 
2. Supervision and checking of written WOK. ........ccccccccccssssecesssucesessueomenetsninpeinepecsines A 1 S N 
3. The development of the process of individual enquiry in the pupils ........ A u S N 
4, The attitude of the pupils to the school and to authority 00.0... ccc A ui Ss N 
5. The professional activities of the teacher 000 sG cso neccusg cr evgaanipnne naan A iD S N 
6. The use of teaching jids cn, ee eee Bo SS ee, 
%., The teacher’s standing with the punilsy.....4..0 7.0 ee A lt S N 
8. The degree of co-operation of the teacher with other staff members ...... A ¥F Ss N 
9. The training of pupils in civic competence and responsibility 00.00.00. By Os oa aN 
10. Provision made for individual differences and group needS ou... A F Ss N 
11,. The personality of the:teacher).620cecuscca tear eee ee ee cere A F S) N 
12:, Pupil: participation in’ lessons circa Meee ee A F Ss N 
13. The pupils work well without Supervision 00.00... cccecsssesssusssusssusssseensseesssnesensienin A F Ss N 
14. The methods of lesson presentation USE ......ccccsessssssssseesssssusssseesassnseiensssesssiasenees A F S) N 
15. The degree of self-evaluation of processes EMplOyed ounces A Fr S) N 
16. Qualities of leadership displayed by the teacher o.oo cccccssssssusesusessnesenenaeesten A F Ss N 
17. Concern with the all-round development of the pupils oo... A F S) N 
18.. Examination results. 2 50) on eee OO en en ee A F Ss N 
19. The pupils’ appreciation of moral and ethical standards 00.0.0... ccs Al oF S) N 
20. The energy, force and enthusiasm displayed in the teaching .....00000000000... A F S) N 
21;)"Teacher-pupil ‘relationshipg 4.00 cc co tee eee eee pe eee re A F S) N 
22. Class) control iii. ios 04 sie Scans aye oe pa eee Aol aie ani ee A F Ss N 
23. The training of the pupils in self-expression 0 cccsecscesesntesesticnnenene A F S) N 
24. The teacher’s participation and standing in the community 0... A Fr S) N 
25. Concern with character development of the pupils oo..cicccccscssssssesssneeseesneen A F Ss N 
26. “Lesson preparation and planning meiaes). ek. nn te A F S) N 
27..\The level of intelligence of the teacher: 0 ischisjochscisncedsoian asi tenspel Sodtieseadee A F S N 
28. Pupils’ attitudes of courtesy, industry and self-reliance 2.0000 A F Ss) N 
29. Academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum 00.0. A F S N 
30. The loyalty and dependability of the teacher 00.0... cccccssssessesnsinsisininneeieen A- oF S N 
Please list below any factor/s always or frequently used by you when evaluating teachers as 
being worthy of promotion to an administrative position, and not included in the above list: 
Dee oceelenngestveinspt ences ove. bell ac ee eet eg Dh eo ee a years si 
Doe snag cssosnderiacans ton cca AEM Geo desk vt gE Ie RIDA oll ALL, LG ay A eS As #4F 
Be. js Muesinsesveeessnec Bbesgs hoe aves bias IRIARE AEE CRE BRST REE SS ELT a ASF ® 
Ai Wye Stet i Ml, as he Cote ENON SIGN sac a lactic alte pence are SRA ee a Anne 


code... 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES | 
for SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 


There are TWO SECTIONS to this instrument: 
SECTION ONE. PERSONAL AND SCHOOL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION TWO. EVALUATION OF TEACHERS (THREE QUESTIONNAIRES) 


1. It will take you approximately fifteen minutes of your time to complete the questionnaires. 


2. You are asked to return the completed instrument in the stamped addressed envelope provided, at 
your earliest convenience. Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated. Data will be processed by 
computer at The University of Alberta. An abstract of the findings will be sent to all Principals 
early in 1970. 


3. After you have completed the questionnaires, please feel free to make any comments you wish 
on the evaluation of personnel, or on the study. 


COMMENTS 


PERSONAL AND SCHOOL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 


SECTION ONE 


Please check one correct alternative for Items 1 to 5 below: 


1. Age of Principal 
Under 35 years ......... ; 35-45 years .......... ; 46-55 years .......... ; 56 years and over ........... 


2. Length of Experience as a Principal (Including this year) 
Less than 5 years ........... ; 5-10 years ............ ; 11-15 years ......... ; 16 years and more .......... 


3. Amount of Time Principal is Engaged in Classroom Teaching (35-40 minute periods) 
None ........... ; 1-5 periods per week ......... ; 6-10 periods per week ......... 
11-15 periods per week ......... ; more than 15 periods per week .......... 


4, Size of School (Please state actual enrolment) ooo. 


5. Number of Teachers (Excluding Principal; including part-time teachers) 
Less ‘than '15........4 1 G525.8..35. E2G6-30 0... ; 36-45........... ; more than 45.......... 
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SECTION TWO 


EVALUATION OF TEACHERS 


Instructions 


1. 


pananurwenp @ 


meds Bee BP YP RP eB Pe 
Bromo MmANnN Aaa Fr WN HE S& 


. Pupil attitudes of courtesy, industry and self-reliamCce ....eecrcecnnenenns 
Class control iilicscstnnlintnnonninyecuensngnnninietenmnnnnmanmmuniarsdiens eter tint 
_ Concern with character development ofithe pupils... isc meee ee 
_ Dress and appearance of the teacher 02... ceccmummmnnnimnnnnnninnunsnnnnnn 
_ The methods of lesson preparation ities bore Am age Caen i Spe yee Geemene T 
_ The professional activities of the teacher ........0mmmnnnnsnnennnanennnnnennsnann 
. The pupils’ appreciation of moral and ethical standards ..0......ccccceen 
_ The pupils work well without supervision ........0..msmnnemnn mnie 
_ Pupil participation in lessons... ocmmmmmmimmnmnmnnnnnninnnnnannanannnnmannansnn 
_ The level of intelligence of the OAC ne eet ee eas 
_ Lesson preparation and planning ........0ce-smnnnnnmmmtmnsnnninnnnmnnannin 
_ Examination results .....0cccssmsnsnninmmnnnninnnnnnninessnnnnnnnnnnninnnnensnmtsitn 
_ The personality of the toa cher sé .c-seikibinge wilted Leese eee 


_ Teacher-pupil relationships ....0..0:.coucibemnnunsnmtnnnimnnsnnntstinneinntnnine 


Questionnaires One and Three list 41 factors which may be taken into account in evaluating 
teachers. Please score all items on each questionnaire according to the importance which each factor 
has for you in your personal evaluation of teachers. Use the following scale: 


Please circle your selected response; e.g.: 
(A) indicates a factor always used; 
©) indicates a factor frequently used; 
(S) indicates a factor seldom used; 
(N) indicates a factor never used. 


Thus your circling of (F) would indicate that the factor concerned is used frequently in your evalu- 
ation of teachers; and so on. 


First, score all of Questionnaires One and Two, according to the importance which each factor has 
for you when forming opinions about the competence of teachers. 


Second, score all of Questionnaire Three according to the importance which each factor has for 
you when forming opinions that certain teachers are worthy of promotion to an administrative 
position (e.g. Principal) 


PURPOSE: EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE ONE 

Factor 

Provision made for individual differences and group needs 
Concern with the all-round development of {NE DUDS ccaceea. ot eee 
Qualities of leadership displayed by the teacher ........cccccennemnnemmnnnmencnn 
The degree of self-evaluation of processes EMPlOYEM on... ccenecnnsnnnennnnenen 
The teachers’ participation and standing in the community 
Supervision and checking Of WILELETA WOLE ie esters caseissisctecaseeads seasons orndiuaceeeanan 
Academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum 


The attitude of the pupils to the School. and. tO AUTROLIEY cio -cccscsecaiencts mms 


ses plh Sis > > bh > > > > > PP bP > > > 
i i i i i ie Mi ee Me ee ae) 


NDNNNNAAHAHAHNAUHnRAUHARDAANRNANAURNRBAARAARANYR A 
PeewAwAaeAaeAawmABmAAsmAAAAAAAAAAASY 


23. The teacher’s standing with the pupils ou... Pe ie Nc aa fecal 143 
24. The development of the process of individual enquiry in the pupils ............... 
25. The loyalty and dependability of the teacher io ccccssscsusstiessntiesssssseesssssssssinen 
26. The training of the pupils in self-expression iio cccccssssstesssssstsssetvrssssssteseseeeie 
27. The energy, force and enthusiasm displayed in the teaching 0.000000. 
28. The degree of co-operation of the teacher with other staff members ........ 
29. The.use or teachingaids ...alicsc. eclt et Ame Leubbeibhect to. oceacvery.«ael 
30. The training of pupils in civic competence and responsibility 0000000... 
31. The consistency of the teacher’s consideration of the individual pupil ...... 


32. The promptness of the teacher in dealing with assignments 0.0.0. cece 


A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
ya 
A 
A 


a SIS"> BS Sota 3 eS | 
DN N DNS Nn WM Ui 
2Z2A2Z2AAZAAZAAZ’AAAAYAA|” 


33. The effective use of audio-visual media by the teacher 00. 


34. The contribution of the teacher towards the total school program includ- 
poeme steamcuririeulaly ACU Vitiea oe tire 


35. The development of grouping to provide more effective learning situations 
36. The ability to deal effectively with pupil problems in the classroom ........ 


37. The attitude of the teacher towards suggestions for improvement ......... 


> > PP Dd 
yyy yy py 
NDNNNN 
AZAAZAAAZz 


38. The attitude of the teacher towards new developments in education 


39. The effectiveness with which the teacher responds to the questions of 
Hi ePesucra te Pim omens ane BUR 0, "V1 RS OR OR 


40. Skill in developing and controlling class discussion 


> > 
my 
nw 
22 


41. Participates and contributes to curriculum development in the school 


Please list below any factor/s always or frequently used by you when evaluating teachers as 
being worthy of promotion to another classroom situation, and not included in the above list: 


UA RET 2) ERR GEARINS Water. MOSS 2 54,0 A oR TR ARUP ARNE AE A Fr 
DI PS, 5 nscGig tee os Ro a eee ll oir: AY note erin: aatchmtd Be rrt,,.crinca Sebo ne A F 
octet NE 0 nnn svene vere cavrvircseeionive niece AONE AAT. UN... AD. DEAR OLR OTLB 2.004 A F 
ce cecconaie MRR IM, BARI ec AS Re A F 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TWO 


The following characteristics are considered to be of some importance in evaluating teacher competence: 


ah AR good academic ability Liu. LS Courteous 
dee shows dependability uum. IS Consistent 
ee gives co-operation cs Shows concern for others 
ce ee possesses self-control oun IS well-organized 
eo el has enthusiasm uu. provides effective, but not rigid control 
ie a is energetic ion Continually seeks to improve teaching 
: methods 
19M ES. is prepared 
i ee Oe ee evaluates effectively, fairly, and in terms 
Sue aes | saa a understandable to parent and pupil 
Scoring Key 


Beside each of the characteristics place the number 1 if you consider the item very important in 
evaluation of the teacher; 2 if the item is important; and 3 if you consider the item should not be 
used in evaluating a teacher. 

. bP 
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PURPOSE: PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION 


TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE THREE 
(A) indicates a factor always used; 
Scoring (F) indicates a factor frequently used; 
Key (S) indicates a factor seldom used; 
(N) indicates a factor never used. 
1,, Dress and} appearance*of ‘the téacherw\.. 0... POOGet, en Ee ee eee A F Ss N 
2. Supenvision..andyehecking dole Waiteen cwOEk ¢ ac ccccccccccscto wn ncecssesttan centile este A F S N 
3. The development of the process of individual enquiry in the pupils .......... A F S N 
4, The attitude of the pupils to the school and to authority icc A F S N 
5, The,.professional activitiesvof the, teachers ssjscsmaticeernwiettteetcce cones A F S No 
6. The use: of teaching aids ret. acces cxce cei nh ee ci We ei ees A F S N 
7 The“eacher’s, standing. with the pupils™i2228 S40" Bieon (ft Teanoee: A F S N 
8. The degree of co-operation of the teacher with other staff members ......... A F S N 
9. The training of pupils in civic competence and responsibility 000 A F S N 
10. Provision made for individual differences and group needs oou.ioccccsunnn A F S N 
11" The personality of the teacher occa cn-.cscwa een eae eee a ae 
12. >Pupil-participation fi lessons iene. nae ee, ae ee eee A F Ss N 
13. The pupils work well without supervision 2....0.0.cccssssssneseeneemeetcesssstnesse iy OF plidcgpall” ag 
14. The methods of lesson presentation USC oiiiccccccccccssssssessssennessnsssemensssessessseeene 1A F S N 
15. The degree of self-evaluation of processes employed oi... cccccscssssineeneenen A F S N 
16. Qualities of leadership displayed by the teacher 2... ccna iN F S N 
17. Concern with the all-round development of the pupils oo cccecn A F S N 
18 Examination (results: icin. eee gees ah, ne y\ F S N 
19. The pupils’ appreciation of moral and ethical standards 0000s jgolov yl S N 
20. The energy, force and enthusiasm displayed in the teaching 0.0... A F S N 
91." 'Teacher-pipil relationships «cewek 2 tae " F S N 
9D Clase GontTo lkk ii eee ek see Ate REE dard ek eee A F S N 
23. The training of the pupils in self-expression ..0...cccessosnsesnensssinsmssantesamsuussuesen A F S N 
24. The teacher’s participation and standing in the community |... A F S N 
25. Concern with character development of the pupils 20. cccccscusssssssnsecssenee A P S N 
26. dsesson .DReparanon@enG aplanning 4, a.58 eee ene a ed “ K S N 
27. The level of intelligence*ot the teacher .i5 oc..aecasnauedoeuccnde see n F S N 
28. Pupils’ attitudes of courtesy, industry and self-reliance 200s A F S N 
29. Academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum ........................... iN e S N 
30. The loyalty and dependability of the teacher oii cccccsssmsmnmmumanenssmame A F S N 
31. The contribution of the teacher towards the total school program includ- 
ing’ extraxcurriculartactiVities te sey eG Ie. ROE isu etiecrmmeeectn usta cst onde A F S N 
32. The attitude of the teacher towards new development in education .............. A F Ss N 
33. Participates and contributes to curriculum development in the school ...... ” F S N 
34. The consistency of the teacher’s consideration of the individual pupil ...... AciedReciwellot a 
35. The development of grouping to provide more effective learning situations A F Ss N 
36. The effectiveness with which the teacher responds to the questions of 
the. Stidents ancien ae ee Aa ee ieee ee eee ec Al) oot Car ng 
37. The promptness of the teacher in dealing with assignments 0.000 ccccsee A F S N 
38. The ability to deal effectively with pupil problems in the classroom .......... O° BGR SS one INT 
39. Skill in developing and controlling class Aiscussion woes A F S N 
40. The effective use of audio-visual media by the teacher oo... ccc i ree MS, 
41. The attitude of the teacher towards suggestions for improvement ............ JN F S N 
Please list below any factor/s always or frequently used by you when evaluating teachers as 
being worthy of promotion to an administrative position, and not included in the above list: 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AN 


% EDMONTON 7. CANADA 
ADMINISTRATION 
Or say 
CumQue 


April 25, 1969 


Dearersincipal: 


I am writing to request your cooperation and assistance in com- 
pleting a research project on evaluation of teaching. 


I believe that you will find that the questionnaire will take 
only a short time to complete. You may be assured that individual 
responses will be treated in the strictest confidence. The data will 
be presented in the form of consolidated findings. 


I enclose a stamped addressed envelope for return of the ques- 
tionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation in this project. 


Yours truly, 


D.A. MacKay 


. Associate Professor, 
DAMacKay | 
Encl. 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION fpr THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ys oN EDMONTON 7, CANADA 


ADMINISTRATION XR GE 
2 Ie 
cUMQUE 


June 6, 1969 


Dear Principal, 


By now you will have received a memo from Dr. Earl Mansfield, 
Director of Research for your school system. As he indicated, the 
enclosed questionnaire has been approved for distribution to the 
principals of Junior High and Senior High Schools. 


I know that this is a particularly busy time of year for you; 
but I should like to ask you to complete the instrument and return it 
to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelope. I believe that the data 
will be of considerable use within the school system itself and that, 
in addition, the study will be of some significance for the field of 
supervision. 


I should mention to you that this study includes secondary 
school principals in Alberta as well as similar administrators in 
the, otate of Victoria; Australia, 

All data will remain anonymous in terms of individual 
respondents. The code number on the questionnaire is for my use 


only and will not enable anyone to identify a particular respondent. 


Yours sincerely, 


on 


D. A. MacKay 
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APPENDIX B 


CRITERIA USED IN THE INSTRUMENT SET OUT IN CATEGORIES 
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CRITERIA INCLUDED AT RANDOM ON THE INSTRUMENT 


GROUPED ACCORDING TO MITZEL'S CATEGORIES 


A. PRODUCT CRITERIA 


Concern with the all-round development of the pupils. 
Examination results. 

The pupils work well without supervision. 

The development of the process of individual enquiry in the 
pupils. 

Concern with character development of the pupils. 

The training of pupils in civic competence and responsibility. 
Pupil attitudes of courtesy, industry and self-reliance. 

The pupils' appreciation of moral and ethical standards. 

The training of the pupils in self expression. 


The attitude of the pupils to the school and to authority. 


Be PROCESS CRITERIA 


Lesson preparation and planning. 

Pupil participation in lessons. 

Teacher-pupil relationships. 

Class control. 

The energy, force and enthusiasm displayed in teaching. 
Supervision and checking of written work. 

The methods of lesson presentation used. 


The use of teaching aids. 
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The provision made for individual differences and group needs. 


The degree of self-evaluation of the processes employed. 


C.  PRESAGE CRITERIA 


The personality of the teacher. 

The dress and appearance of the teacher. 

Academic qualifications and knowledge of the curriculum. 
The level of intelligence of the teacher. 

The professional activities of the teacher. 

The degree of co-operation by the teacher with other staff 
members. 

The loyalty and dependability of.the teacher. 

Qualities of leadership displayed by the teacher. 

The teacher's participation and standing in the community. 


The teacher's standing with the pupils. 
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APPENDIX C 
FACTOR ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY MITZEL'S 


CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA 
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